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LONDON, APRIL 5, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We xearn that there is a probability that Mr. Justice Kay will 
not resume his duties in the first week of the ensuing sittings. It 
may be presumed, therefore, that Mr. Justice Kexewicn will con- 
tinue to act for him as heretofore for a short time longer. 





As HAS BEEN long anticipated, the Court of Appeal No. 2 has so 
far reduced its list as to have disposed of all appeals set down up 
to the end of January. The total number disposed of during the 
Hilary Sittings was 78, which includes 36 set down during the 
sittings. Those which remain are 29 in number, all of which were 
set down in February‘or March. In the list of Court of Appeal 


No. 1 there is a remanet of 69 appeals, consisting principally of 
cases set down since the commencement of the sittings. 





A urrrie Brit, introduced by Mr. Neviitz, Q.C , and Mr. Anraun 
Witt1aMs, proposes to amend the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 
1889, by providing that ‘an affidavit to be used in a county court 
may be sworn before any commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Court of Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster, not being 
a registrar of a county court.” We are puzzled to understand why 
this Bill is described as a Bill to amend the Commissioners for 
Oaths Act. Surely the provision to be amended is section 83 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that “an affidavit 
to be used in court may be sworn before . . . any commis- 
sioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court, not being a 
registrar” ? 





Tae Lunacy (Consotrpation) Act, 1890, which received the 
Royal Assent on Saturday last, is a useful piece of legislation. 
It consolidates and enacts in one Act all the cipal statutes re- 
lating to Junacy. One noticeable feature of the new Act is that it 
incorporates the sections of the Trustee Acts, 1850 and 1852, which 
specially deal with lunatics, and on which there have been so many 
difficult and technical decisions. The wording of these re-enacted 
sections is slightly different from the language in the original Acts 
from which they are taken. We cannot help thinking that it would 
have been wise to retain the old terminology, which has been the 
subject of so many judicial interpretations. The rules under this 
Act are, we understand, to appear shortly, and will entirely super- 
sede the orders of 1883. 





Ove or tHe RULES for the arrangement of business at Nisi 
Prius, issued in September, 1888, provides that ‘“‘ whenever two 
courts sit for the trial of any one class of actions, the causes which 
are merked with even numbers will be assigned to one of those 
courts, and those with uneven to the other.” Before the rules 
were issued, it was pointed out in these colamns by a correspondent 
of unrivalled practical knowledge and authority that such a pro- 
vision would not fulfil either of its intended purposes of (1) 
enabling anyone interested in any one of the class of causes better 
to forecast its probable date of trial, or (2) rendering it necessary 
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for him only to watch the progress of one court instead of two. 
And after a year’s trial of the rule the same high authority 
recently pointed out that, while the rule had failed in its intended 
effect, it had proved the source of great and useless waste of the 
money of suitors. We are glad this week to publish an intimation 
that the rule has been annulled. 





We ruinx that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, in 
case the Land Transfer Bill should appear in a compulsory form, 
will do well to reprint, for distribution all over the country, an 
article by Mr. H. W. Cxatzis, on ‘‘ The Compuleory Registration 
of Titles,” which appears in the April number of the Law 
Quarterly Review. The article, which is characterized by all the 
writer’s well-known vigour and charm of style, is directed to 
proving the following propositions :— 

‘* Whatever may be the motives of Lord Hatssury, it requires no 
sgesias tas epeciolienten eonaphetehy tho Actet 118 mapgriated taoce 

+") 188 
of Lord Carens; with this Siteume, that its failure will be no ae 
harmless disappointment, but will entail grave political consequences upon 
himeelf and his party. The prospect which lies before seg sama if 
he should succeed in persuading Parliament to allow him to compel the 
recalcitrant landowners to place their titles on the register, may be thus 


**(1) A serious fine will be inflicted upon the whole of the existing 
landowners, or their immediate representatives in title. 

** (2) Nearly all of these people, whom Lord Hatssury is calmly 

to te, are Tories; and nearly all the others are 


Unionists. 

**(3) Lord Hatszury’s scheme will not, at all events for a great 
many years, produce any considerable change in the present 
practice; which will continue to go on, side by side with, and 
in addition to, his system of registration. 

**(4) Therefore the only practical result will be, even after the heavy 
costs of the original registration have been paid, to add the costs 
of the Registry Office to the ordinary costs of the present 


- (The Lost Tribe, who are longing for the promised land and are 
ready to pay pees ge except the cost of the conveyance, will 
Soom thio sousce (uapposing & to hove ouy existance) fo Soplace 
those which the preliminary fine will alienate,” 

We do not quite concur in No. (3) of the above propositions, and 
we think that Mr. Cuaxzis has rather overlooked the opportunity 
iven of rendering easy the obtaining of absolute titles by the 
of last year’s Bill leaving ‘‘the examination of title to 
ired on registration with an absolute title” to be prescribed 
be made by the Lord Chancellor. Our own belief is 
ill passes in its compulsory form, every effort will be 
Registry Office to underbid and exclude solicitors by 
facilitating, the obtaining of absolute and qualified 
the whole of the solicitor’s work in the office. 
represents the view of the probable effect of the 
an acute and qualified observer, and it deserves to be 
very landowner. 
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of Re The Dord Gallery (Limited), which came before 
Nonra on Friday in last week, should be noted by our 
t shews the importance of adhering strictly to the mode 
ucting the examination of witnesses before an examiner 
ibed by the rules. Rule 12 of order 37 provides 
Gertie taken before an officer of the court, or before 
person appointed to take the examination, shall be 
in writing by or in the presence of the examiner, not 
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i Toe answer, but so as to represent as nearl 
statement of the witness, and when completed s 
er to the witness and signed by him in the presence of 
or such of them as may think fit to attend,” and it is 
“the examiner may put down any particular question 
there should appear any special reason for doing so.” 
case a motion was made to rectify the register of 
pany by omitting the name of the applicant. 
ordered to stand over, in order that the witnesses 
affidavite might be cross-examined before an 
the consent of the parties, instead of the evidence 
by the examiner in the way mentioned in the 
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the examiner, and then a transcript of the shorthand writer's 
notes, signed by the examiner and the witness, was filed. The 
evidence having been completed in this way, the motion was 
mentioned again to the court, and it was asked that it might be 
set down for hearing in the list of non-witness actions. On being 
informed of the mode in which the evidence had been taken, Mr. 
Justice Nortx said that it seemed to him a very improper course 
of proceeding, and he expressed a doubt whether he could admit 
the evidence which had been taken in this way. He thought that, 
in any event, it could only be admitted by consent of the parties, 
and then the right of appeal might be affected. We understand 
that this mode of taking down evidence before an examiner has 
not unfrequently been adopted of late, and it is, therefore, the 
more important that practitioners should be aware of the possible 
coneequences: 





Tue suncE of the Ramsgate County Court (Judge Szxre) had to 
consider, in the recent case of Rickford v. Wanstall (Wyatt, 
garnishee), whether an issue pending between a judgment creditor 
and a garnishee in the High Court can be remitted to a county 
court for trial. In support of the remitting order, it was urged 
that as, by ord. 45, r. 4, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, an 
issue between a judgment creditor and a garnishee may be directed 
‘*to be tried or determined in any manner in which an issue or 
question in an action may be tried or determined,” and as, under 
section 26 of the Courty Courts Act, 1856, an issue in an action of 
contract might have been sent for trial to a county court, therefore, 
there was now power to remit under section 65 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, which enables an action of contract, in which a sum 
not exceeding £100 is claimed, to be tried in the county court. 
Judge Serre, however, held that he had no jurisdiction to entertain 
a garnishee issue, even though it might have been granted in aid of 
a judgment obtained in an action of contract, as section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, clearly did not apply thereto, while ord. 
45, r. 4, of the Supreme Court Rules must be construed as providing 
that a garnishee issue may be directed to be tried in any manner in 
which under order 36 an issue in an action can be tried “‘ in the 
High Court,” and not as giving power to transfer the trial of such 
an issue to the county court. The correctness of this decision, 
cannot, it is submitted, seriously be disputed. A garnishee issue is 
certainly not an issue in an action, nor between parties to an action, 
and could not, therefore, have been remitted to a county court for 
trial, even when there was power to remit issues in actions of 
contract from the High Court to the county court under section 26 
of the County Courts Act, 1856. Moreover, this last named 
section has been repealed by the County Courts Act, 1888, which 
now enables actions only to be remitted from the High Court to 
the county court. Interpleader issues, it may be mentioned, can 
now be remitted to the county court by virtue of section 14 of the 
Judicature Act, 1884, though, prior to this express enactment, 
there was no power to do so (Morris v. London and South-Western 
Railway Oo., De Colyar’s County Court Cases, p. 270). 





Persons wHo Have the misfortune to own unoccupied land may 
be thankful for the decision in Giles v. Walker. The parties 
appear to be neighbouring farmers, and the defendant fails to keep 
up his land to the liking of the plaintiff. In particular, he allows 
thistles to grow upon it, and the seeds from these float on the 
summer air and come as unwelcome visitors within the plaintiff's 
demesnes. Hence a further crop of thistles, and the expense of 
people to weed them up, to recover which an action was brought in 
the Leicestershire County Court. The result of this seems to indi- 
cate more sympathy with the plaintiff than knowledge of law, 
and the defendant was condemned to pay £3 for the damage caused 
by his negligence. Where, however, the negligence comes in is 
not clear, and the Divisional Court, to which an appeal was made, 
was somewhat more jealous of new actions. It would be very 
desirable, no doubt, if everyone would keep his land in good order, 
and generally if our neighbours were all that we could desire. 
But there are unfortunate aberrations from this ideal, and the law 
does not always put them right. Negligence appears to indicate 
the omission to perform some duty, but hitherto no man has been 
under any duty to the general public to cultivate his land in a 





as taken down verbatim, in the form of question and 
# shorthand writer, who had been previously sworn by 





careful maoner, and yet there must have been unthrifty farmers 
ever sinve our law began. Had the thistles been purposely sown 
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it would, no doubt, have been a different matter, but here there 
was no act to form the foundation of a nuisance, and no breach 
of duty to serve as a basis for negligence. It is the plaintiff's 
misfortune that he found the law at first so compliant. Now he 
is probably reflecting that, however bad uninvited thistledown 
may be, the results of devising new causes of action are worse. 





Some or THE provisions of the Purchase of Land (Ireland) Bill, 
with regard to the effect of the vesting order which may be made 
by the Land Department for carrying into effect the sale sgreed 
upon between landlord and tenant, strike us as peculiar. Clause 
17 (4) provides that the estate in fee simple vested in the tenant 
by the vesting order shall, subject to the charge of the purchase 
annuity and to any charge for the excess of the purchase-money 
above the advance set out in the order, ‘‘ be deemed to be a graft 
upon the previous interest’ of the tenant in the holding, and be 
subject to any rights or equities arising therefrom.” As we 
this provision, it will convert a charge on the previous interest 
as tenant into a charge on the new interest as owner in fee simple, 
a result very pleasing to the local money-lender, but apparently 
hardly fair to the tenant. Again, under sub-clauge (5), “any 
privileges or advantages previously in fact enjoyed, whether by 
permission of the landlord or otherwise, in such manner and for 
such time that, if the holding had belonged to a different owner 
from the rest of the estate, they would have been easements, shall 
be easements within the meaning of this section, and shall be 
appurtenant to the holding.” It seems to us that this 
provision is likely to be a prolific source of litigation. 





WE report elsewhere the decision of Judge Sronor in the case of 
Pattison v. Price (Price, Claimant) upon a question of great im- 
portance to all who give credit to married women temporarily 
living apart from their husbands, though not actually separated by 
deed or judicial decree... The short point involved was whether an 
sllowance made by a husband residing in India to a wife living in 
England, “ in order that she might maintain herself and her chil- 
dren in a manner suitable to her state in life,” was the wife’s 
separate estate, or formed part of the husband’s property? The 
county court judge has, in a considered judgment, decided against 
the claim of the husband, holding, upon the authority of various 
cases, and notably of Re the Goods of Tharp (26 W. R. 770, 3 
P. D. 76, 84), that the allowance in question was the separate 
property of the wife, though subject to a liability on her part to 
maintain her children out of it. It is not improbable that this 
decision may give rise to an appeal, as it deals with a question of 
primary importance. In the meantime it is to be observed 
that this question has been determined by a judge who, as 
Chief Commissioner of the West India Incumbered Estates 
Court, displayed great familiarity with equitable principles in 
judgments, most of which were at the time reported in these 
columns, and which, to use the language of Lord Kingsdown in 
Fraser v. Burgess (8 W. R. 376) were characterized by remarkable 
learning and ability. 





Tne case of Reed y. Nutt, which was decided by the Queen’s 
Bench Division a few days ago, is of a somewhat novel character. 
The facts were shortly as follows :—A summons for an assault was 
taken out before a magistrate, upon which the complainant did not 
appear. Though the charge was not really gone into, no evidence 
being in fact taken, the magistrate gave the defendant a certificate 
of dismissal under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 44, which, by section 
45 of the same Act, is made a bar to all further or other proceed- 
ings, civil or criminal, for the same cause. The complainant 
having afterwards brought an action in the Lambeth County Court 
in respect of the same assault, the defendant sought to shelter him- 
self from these proceedings by producing the certificate of dis- 
missal. It has, however, been held that as such a certificate can 
be granted in these cases only where the complaint is dismissed 
upon the merits—/.¢, after a hearing of the evidence (see Stone’s 
Justices’ Manual, 25th ed., p. 133), the magistrate had no jurisdic- 
tion in the above case to give the defendant a certificate, and that, 


MORTGAGES OF UNCALLED CAPITAL. 


Tue Court of Appeal has affirmed the decision of Srretine, J., in 
Re Pyle Works (Limited) (38 W. R. 282), and has established the 
validity of mortgages of uncalled capital in of calls made 
in the winding up. It is assumed, of course, that power to pledge 
future calls is conferred either by the memorandum or the articles 
of association ; but, such being the case, the judgment repudiates 
the distinction which was sought to be established between calls 
made before and those made after a winding up, and sanctions the 
view which has been generally recognized as correct ever since the 
decision of Jesser, M.R., in Re Phenix Bessemer Steel Oo (32 
L. T. N. 8. 854). 

It cannot be denied that originally some doybt was felt as to all 
mortgages of uncalled capital, and in Stanley’s case (12 W. R. 894, 
4 De G. J. & 8. 407), Tunwer, LJ., raised the objection that they 


involved an interference with the discretion which the directors 


read | ought to exercise in the making of calls. However, in Re Phoenix 


Bessemer Steel Oo. this was disposed of by referring to section 38 
of the Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, in which the power to 
mortgage future calls is expressly conferred. From this it is clear 
that there is nothing in such a transaction essentially inconsistent 
with the duties of the directors. The substantial question, then, 
that has arisen previously to the present case has been the extent 
of the power conferred by the articlep—whether, that is, the power 
to mortgage really includes a power to mortgage future calle. In 
Stanley's case the power was to borrow on the security of the 
“ funds or pro ” of the company, and, although, as we have 
seen, the decision was based, in part at any rate, upon an objection 
to mortgages of future calls altogether, it has also been treated as 
an authority that these particular words confer no such power. In 
Re Sankey Brook Coal Co. (No. 1) (L. R. 9 Eq. 721) James, V.C., 
recognized the ostensible but erroneous ground of the decision in 
the last-named case, and distinguished the one before him by the 
circumstance that it related toa mortgage of a call which had been 
already determined upon, and as to which, therefore, the directors 
had exercised their discretion. But in a second case arising in 
the same winding up (L. R. 10 Eq. 381), where the validity of a 
mortgage of a future call proper was in question, he 
proceeded upon the sounder ground that the power did not 
authorize it. Here it was a power to mortgage the “ property 
and effects” of the company, and as the latter word did not seem 
to extend the former, he held that the construction of the power 
was governed by Stanley’s case. The matter was also discussed by 
the Privy Council in Bank of South Australia v. Abrahams (23 
W. R. 668, L. R. 6 P. C. 562), where again the power referred 
to the ‘‘ property” of the company, and although Stanley’s case 
was, of course, referred to and treated as authoritative, yet there 
was still a tendency to regard a mortgage of future calls as in 
itself bad. Thus it wes said that “it would either leave it 
optional with the directors to give it effect by making calls which 
would be nugatory, or it would entirely alter the provisions of 
the deed as to calls, which is not to be implied.” The next sen- 
tence, however, seems to shew a recognition of the true view, and 
states ‘“‘ that the right of the company (to make calls) is, strictly 
speaking, more in the nature of power than of property; and 

though that which a man has power to make his own may be 
charged, as well as that which is actually his, it requires apt and 
proper words, or @ sufficient context, to have this effect.” In other 
words, a power to mortgage future calls is good provided that the 
words in which it is expressed will bear this construction. And 
so in Phenix Bessemer Steel Co. (supra) Jesset, M.R., removed 
all doubt from the matter by expressing the unqualified opinion 
that power may be given to a company to mortgage future calls. 
In that case there was no question as to the construction of the 
power, as this in terms referred to future calls, and it is, o 
course, an ordinary precaution now to give the power in this 
distinct manner. 

But, while it is admitted that a mortgage of future calls may be 
valid, a distinction is suggested between calls made prior to, and 
those made in, the winding up, and it is said that the occurrence of 
this event draws a sharp line, converting tho capital at that time 
still remaining uncalled into a statutory fund out of which all the 
creditors are entitled to be paid part passu. 


a 





therefore, the action in the county court was maintainable. 





to be noticed that no such point was raised in the case last q 
and the order there made certainly to a | 
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which was about to be made by the liquidators of the company. 
So, too, in Howard v. Patent Ivory Manufacturing Co. (86 W. R. 
801, 38 Ch. D. 156), Kay, J., recognized the validity of mortgages 
of calls to be made in the winding up. This case is important, 
too, with regard to the construction of powers, as the power there’ 
authorized mortgages of the ‘‘ properties and rights” of the com- 
pany, and it was held that the latter word sufficiently included the 
right to make future calls. 

: In order, then, to support the present contention, it was neces- 
sary to go behind the authority of these cases, and for this purpose 
reference was made both to the general scope of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and to the decisions which have settled that a contribu- 
tory, who is a creditor of the company, has no right of set-off in 
respect of calls made upon him. Of course, it is clear that upon 
a winding up the Act requires the uncalled capital to be got in, 
and in the event of a deficiency it is to be applied pari passu 
among the creditors. Judicial dicia can also be quoted which may 
be thought to imply that the fund thus created is not ordinary 
property of the company, and which certainly emphasize the neces- 
sity for an equal distribution. Thus, in Re Whitehouse § Co. (27 
W. R. 181, 9 Ch. D. 595) Jesszt, M.R., spoke of the liability of 
the contributorics as not being a debt to the company, but a lia- 
bility to contribute to its assets for the purpose of the winding up ; 
but, as he spplies the remark as well to capital unpaid on calls 
already made as to calls to be firet made in the liquidation, it is 
doubtful how far the remark is in point. Moreover, in Webd v. 
Whifin (L. R. 5 H. L. 711) it was held that the ‘‘ assets” of the 
company, to which, under section 38, the members are bound to 
contribute, are identical with the ‘‘ property,” which, under sec- 
tion 133, is to be distributed pari passu in discharge of its liabili- 
ties, and both alike include a)l the unpaid capital recoverable from 
the shareholders. As to the duty to distribute the assets rateably 
among the creditors, this is so clear from the Act that it is hardly 

to refer to the judgment of Lord Sztsornz in Black's 
case (21 W. R. 249, L. R. 8 Ch. 254), where it is strongly insisted 
upon. But, if the company has power to charge the future calls 
at all, the point seems to be immaterial, as the pari passu distri- 
bution cannot begin until these charges have been satisfied. 

The different line that has been pursued in cases of set off has 
considerably lengthened, without materially adding to, the argu- 
ment. The first was Grissell’s case (14 W. R. 1015, L. R. 10h. 528), 
in which the right of set off was denied on the ground that it was 
inconsistent with a pari passu distribution of the assets. Perhaps, 
however, too little stress was laid upon section 101, which allows 
the right in certain cases, and may, therefore, be said to exclude it 
in all others, and hence an opening was made for the difficulty in- 
troduced by the decision of the Common Pleas in Brighton Arcade 
Co. v. Dowling (L. R. 3 C. P.175). Here the winding up was volun- 
tary, and as it was thought that the right of set off was only ex- 
eluded by section 101, and that that section did not apply to such 
a case, the right was allowed. But the distinction thus sought to 
be establi between a voluntary winding up and one under the 
direction of the court was not approved in Black’s case (supra), 
where emphasis was once more laid upon the fact that set off was 
really excluded by the requirement of pari passu distribution. In 
Re Whitehouse § Co. (supra), again, a new line was struck out by 
Jzsezt, M.R., who insisted that the liability to contribute in the 
winding up was a debt, not to the company, but to the liquidator, 
and could not, therefore, be the subject of set off as regards a debt 
due from the company. This reasoning, however, seems hardly 
tenable, and was disapproved of by Lord Justice Linpiey in the 
present case. According to him, apparently, the express allowance 
in section 101 of set off in certain cases excludes its allowance in 
all other cases, whether of voluntary winding up or of winding up 
under the direction of the court, and is of itself enough to account 
for the settled rule of law on the subject. At the most, then, these 
cases only emphasize the duty of pari passu distribution, but do 
not really touch the point in question. e creditor-contributory, 
who is refused a right of set off, has no specific claim upon the 
property of the company, and is in a widely different position from 
that of a mortgagee. 

us the only question seems to be whether the produce of calls 
in the winding up can really be regarded as a fund distinct 
the capital of the company, set apart solely for the payment 
the creditors generally, and which there is no power to charge. 


fk. 


gage, it seems impossible to maintain. It can no longer be urged 
against mortgages of future calls that they interfere with the due 
discretion of the directors, and the power to make them is con- 
ceded. This is, indeed, merely applying to companies the doctrine 
of Holroyd v. Marshall (11 W. R. 171, 10 H. L. Cas. 191) as to 
assignments of after-acquired property. Moreover, the produce of 
calls made in the winding up has been decided, as we have seen, 
to stand on the same level as the ordinary property of the com- 
pany. Hence, in the absence of any statutory restriction, it 
seems reasonably clear that, when once the mortgage has been 
made, the future calls are subject to it whenever and by whomso- 
ever they are made, and their validity cannot be sffected by the 
subsequent vicissitudes of the company. Such, at any rate, is the 
decision both of Mr. Justice Srmime and the Court of Appeal, 
and it is in accordance with the settled practice of many years. 








THE CUSTODY OF TITLE DEEDS. 


A rEcENtrLy reported decision on this branch of law (Re Burnaby’s 
Settled Estates, 42 Ch. D. 621) is scarcely an authority for what 
is stated in the headnote in the Law Reports—‘ An eyuitable 
tenant for life of a settled estate declared entitled to the custody of 
the title deeds upon undertaking not to part with them without 
the consent of the trustees, and to produce them to the trustees 
upon all reasonable occasions.” Anyone reading this would sup- 
pose that the court had made a hostile order on trustees holding 
the legal estate and the deeds, to deliver up the latter to an equit- 
able tenant for life, whereas, so far as we can find, no such order 
has ever been made, either in the case above mentioned or any other 
case. Mr, Burnasy, the equitable tenant for life, was let into pos- 
session of both the estates and the title deeds on the death of the 
testator, who had created the equitable life estate. In the follow- 
ing year the court sanctioned the raising of a sum, on mortgage of 
part of the estates, for building purposes; and the deeds of the 
mortgaged portion were handed over to the mortgagees. When 
the mortgage was paid off, the deeds, instead of being handed back 
to Mr. Burnany, were, under protest from him, deposited in the 
joint names of himself and the trustees of the will. Of course, 
Mr. Justice Sizing ordered the custody of the deeds to be given 
by the trustees—who submitted to the order of the court—to Mr. 
Burnaby, and the only strange thing about the case (except the 
headnote) is that any undertaking should have been imposed on the 
equitable tenant for life, who was really entitled te be placed én 
statu quo—i.e., to resume the custody free from any condition. 
Tf,” says Lord Sr. Lzonanps (Sugd. V. and P., 14th ed., p. 445), 
‘they ’—that is to say, the deeds—“ have been taken into the 
Court of Chancery for a purpose which is satisfied, they will be 
delivered out to him”; and he refers to certain authorities, of 
which the following bear out the proposition in support of which 
they are cited:—Webb v. Webb (1 Eden, 8), Churchill v. Small 
(8 Ves. 322). It would be hard, indeed, if a tenant for life, 
whether legal or equitable, who had allowed the court to have the 
deeds for the purposes of a suit or other proceeding, were not 
allowed to resume possession when the court had done with them ; 
and Mr. Justice Srirtine’s judgment amounts simply to a decision 
that the tenant for life is so entitled, though an undertaking was 
imposed, which was probably submitted to by the applicant. 

Even before the passing of the Settled Land Act, 1882, it had 
been laid down that a lega/ tenant for life was primd facie entitled 
to the custody of the title deede—at any rate, to “‘ detain the deed 
against the reversioner”: Banbury v. Briscoe (2 Ch. Cas. 42), 
Strode v. Blackburne (3 Ves. 221), Garner v. Hannyngton (22 
Beav. 627). In the case last cited Lord Romitty said: “ The rule 
is subject to some qualification ; it does not apply to a case in 
which the legal estate is vested in trustees on particular trusts, one 
of which is to receive the rents and to pay them over to the tenant 
for life; in such a case I have held that the trustee was entitled to 
the custody of the deeds.” But this is merely saying that only a 
legal, and not an equitable, tenant for life is entitled to the 
custody. Moreover, Garner v. Hannyngion is not an authority 
that even a legal tenant for life can recover the deeds from trustees 
who have lawfully come into possession of them, for the deeds in 
that case related to real estate, and the defendant was the residuary 
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L. R. 6 Ch. 307) a summons by a legal tenant for life against 
trustees (with a power of sale with her consent) for delivery of the 
deeds was refused, and the Lords Justices declined to interfere, 
saying that, there being a suit pending, the judge below in his 
judicial discretion had held it most convenient that the deeds 
should remain where they were. In the course of the argument 
Lord Justice James asked the question: ‘‘ Must the deeds be de- 
livered to a tenant for life where there are trustees with active 
duties to perform?” and the only attempt to answer was by refer- 
ence to Garner v. Hannyngton, where the question did not arise. 
Lady Langdale v. Briggs (8 De G. M. & G. 391) is sometimes cited 
as an authority for more than the decision covers. Apparently no 
cases were cited to the court on the question of custody of the 
deeds. One of the two Lords Justices simply concurred in what the 
other said, and, from the judgment given, it appears that counsel 
had agreed that the court should exercise jurisdiction, and that the 
court was of opinion that the equitable tenant for life was entitled 
to have the custody of the deeds, which were in the hands of 
executors, and related to leaseholds, on such terms as should be 
reasonably sufficient for the protection and security of other 
persons. Webb v. Webb was cited in Hicks v. Hicks (Dick. 
650), where apparently a similar application was made—viz., for 
delivery of the deeds to the tenant for life—but saith the reporter : 
‘“‘ Little attention was paid to it; and this distinction was taken, 
that where deeds are in the hands of a tenant for life, the court 


will not take them out of bis hands; but where they are not in | ¥ 


his hands, the court will not order them to be delivered to him.” 
Hicks v. Hicks was decided in 1785, but even so late as 1852 the 
same principle was recognized at common law in Foster v. Crabb 
(12 C. B. 136). There hereditaments had been conveyed to 
trustees to secure (infer alia) the payment of an annuity to the 
plaintiff during the life of the grantor, and the deeds were 
delivered to the trustees. The surviving trustee delivered the 
deeds to the defendant to be redelivered on his request, and the 
court held that the annuitant was not entitled to recover them. 
Chief Justice Jervis, in delivering judgment, cited without dis- 
approval the following extract from Viner’s Abridgment (Faits. 
(Z), pl. 15): “If land be given to A. for life, remainder over 
[to several] by deed, any of them who first gets the deed shall 
retain it, and, therefore, whoever has any land entered in the 
deed when others have the residue of the land, yet he that has 
this parcel may on account thereof retain the deed.” The court 
thought the object of the rule was ‘‘the avoiding of unseemly 
contest.” There was no doubt that the tenant for life could 
maintain detinue for the deeds against a stranger, or even against 
the purchaser from a contingent remainderman (<Allwood v. Hey- 
wood, 11 W. R. 291, 1 N. R. 289), but there is apparently no 
‘clean’? decision that even a legal tenant for life can recover the 
deeds from trustees with active duties to perform. In truth, 
trustees now-a-days generally and wisely avoid ‘‘ unseemly con- 
tests” with the tenant for life, and this is perhaps the reason for 
the absence of modern authority on the question. 

The Settled Land Acte, aided by the benevolent construction 
adopted by the courts, have given tenants for life, both legal and 
equitable, more extensive powers over settled estates, and it seems 
only fair that they should be more fully trusted with the title 
deeds. This ground was taken by the successful applicant in Re 
Burnaby’s Settled Estates, and in a very recent case in chambers 
(Beaumont v. Harrison, unreported) Mr. Justice Srrtrne ordered 
the deeds to be delivered by the trustees to the applicant, who 
was legal tenant for life of the freehold part of the settled estates, 
and only equitable tenant for life of the leaseholds and copyholdes. 
By the settlement the trustees had power to sell at the request of 
the tenant for life, who alone hal power to grant leases. The 
parties in Beaumont vy. Harrison were not hostile ; the trustees 
submitted to act as the judge should direct, and Mr. Justice 
Srratmve said that, considering the extended powers now given to 
the tenant for life, it was more convenient that he should have the 
custody of the deeds, subject to proper terms as to production, &c. 
It is not quite clear whether, if the trustees had actually objected 
to the jurisdiction, any order could have been made on them to 
band over the documents. In all such cases, however, there seems 
to be a certain amount of discretion in the court—at px , to 
refuse to make an order for delivery (see Stanford v. ts, ubi 
sup.; Davis v. Dysart, 20 Beav. 405; Ka parte ers, Re 
Pyatt, 32 W. R. 737, 26 Ch. D. 81), and it may be that this 





discretion will be a little stretched if “ contests ” arise 
between tenants for life and trustees as to the custody of the 
sinews of title. 

On other branches of the subject above discussed we may refer 
our readers to an article in 33 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 683. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE NISI PRIUS RULES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 

Sir,—I am desired by the Lord Chief Justice of England to give 
notice that Nisi Prius Rule No. 15, that “ Whenever two courts sit 
for the trial of any one class of actions, the causeg which are marked 
with even numbers will be assigned to one of those courts, and those 
with uneven to the other,” is annulled. 

And that for the future London special and common jury actions 
will Le tried under the same rules as jury actions in 

March 31. T. W. Erte. 





CHANGE OF SOLICITORS. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Referring to the letter of Messrs. Wakeford, May, & Woolf, 
which appeared in your issue of the 15th of March, I beg to i 
ou that I was served in a case (Re 7 Seymour v. 
1885, 8. No. a with a summons by solicitors for a defendant 
ae S ee fe oe ¢ their client. 

e record, as no ir cli 

my a eH clerk, i 2d himeelf bound to make the 
order under De Mora v. Concha (W.N., 1887, p. 194), but I carried 
the matter on appeal before Mr. Justice Chitty, who discharged the 
order without hesitation, declining to follow the case referred to, on 
the ground that he could not make an effective order for the 
removal of the defendant's solicitors’ names from the record. 

tiweare mn Loatieed 2 April 2. bind PEE A. Dowsz. 

e are much oO our correspon is communication, 

which seems to go far to settle the matter.—Eb. 8S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
KEARLEY v. THOMSON AND ANOTHER—No. 1, 3lst March. 
Intecat Contract—Part Psrrormance—Recovery oF ConsIDERATION. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Huddleston, 
B , and Stephen, J.). It appeared that in July, 1886, a receiving order 
was made against a man named Clark on the petition of one Baines, and 
on July 15 he was adjudicated bankrupt. The defendants acted as 
Baines’s solicitore, and on October 6 the tiff, who was a friend of 
Clark, entered into communication with in order to procure easy 
terms for Clark, and it was arranged that the £20 
then and a further sum of £20 on condition that we ee 


defendants nor Baines appeared. 
however, the plaintiff demanded the back from the 

end, being refaeed, the poensad atten was wnenght. It was tried before 
Field, J., who left the parties to move for judgment, and the Divisional 
Court directed judgment to be entered for the defendants. The plaintiff 


having taken time to consider the question, dismissed the appeal. Fry, 
L.J., who delivered a judgment, in which the Lord Chief Justice and the 
Master of tho Rolls concurred, said that the tendency of the was 
obviously to pervert the course of j not 
been contended that it was not illegal. 


money stipulated to be in pursuance thereof, he shall not have the 
balp of 0 ernnt to Octth back again.”” To that rule there were, how- 
ever, certain exceptions. ae ee ee 

where the oppressed might recover from 
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but ground on which the maxim was held not to apply 
was that the parties were not in pari delicto. To these exceptions a 
class had been added by the decision in Taylor y. Bowers (12 Q.B, D. 
as long as the illegal ay pr had not been carried 
— who had paid over money for that — might re- 
it ,; ‘That proposition was laid down in no earlier case, and 
own part, and the Lord Chief Justice agreed with his view, he 
could not but think that that extension of both principle and authority 
would some day require consideration by a higher tribunal. But, admit- 
ting that ce ee to the general rule to exist, would it apply to a case 
a 


where part of the illegal purpose had been ‘ormed although 
another part had not been carried into effect? In uaa epiaton it would 
not. To put an example, su that A. paid money to B. on a con- 
tract that B. should murder ©. and D., and after B. had murdered C., but 
before the murder of D., A. brought an action to recover back the money 
that he ha It was clear that in such a caze he could not recover 


the contract, and it was impossible 

recovered - It had been urged 

-the remarks of the Master of the Rolls in Herman vy. Jeuchnu 

(15 Q. B. D. 561) were in ion to this view, but he had the authority 

of the Master of the Rolls for saying that they were not so intended, and 
case 


that that was spe Fo the we eS + pee the illegal purpose had 
been wholly performed.—Covunsz1, Crump, Q.0., Sidney Woolf, Q.C., and 
a — 3 Jelf, Q.C., and Edward Clayton. , Soxicrrors, Aird ¢ Hood ; 


BUCELE v. FREDERICKS—No. 2, 28th March. 


Oovanant—Oonstavcrion—Burpine Scusmz—Proutsition 
or “Traps or Rerawter or Wie, Srimirs, on Bezr’?—RerresHMENT 
aT ® 


EE 
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an appeal by the defendant against a decision of Kekewich, J. 
» granting an injunction to restrain the defendant until the 
carrying on at the Theatre Royal, Stratford, 
innkeeper, victualler, or retailer of wine, ts, 
was the proprietor of the theatre, and in 1889 he 
of the theatre, certain additional exits for use in 
also three refreshment bars, one on each floor. 
on a plot of land which had formed part of a 
was subject to a covenant to observe 
was that the trade of an innkeeper, victualler, 
beer should not be carried on upon any of 
The plaintiffs were.the owners of 
i of his theatrical licence the 
theatre refreshments, including wines, 
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spirits, and beer. The sale of refreshments was confined to the frequenters 
of the threatre. The prices of admission to the theatre varied from 64. to 
2s. On behalf of the appellant it was contended that the covenant was 
only directed against carrying on the “‘trade”’ of retailing liquors, and that 
that was not the defendant's trade, the supply of refreshments being merel 
incidental to his business of a theatre tor. Jones ¥. Bone (18 W. R. 
489, L. R. 9 Eq. 674) was relied upon. On behalf of the plaintiffs The 
Bishop of 8t. Aibans v. Battersby (3 Q. B. D. 359) and Groff v. Evans (8 
Q. B. D. 373) were cited. 

Tus Covar (Corrox, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
South aptuna,<l qeomming, sstotbeents on cath’ heer, ond, having 

means gz ents on oor, and, 

regard to the prices charged at the theatre, his lordship came to the pe 
clusion that he was on the ‘‘trade’’ of a zetailer of wines and 


that he > thought thet, only the businees of 

managing @ theatre; but his lordship t a substantial part of 

fe mage Sselhay wudenstesd th, 
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Jemes, VC, did not decide thet there hed been no breach of the covenan ¥ 
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of refreshments st the bars as from the admissions to theatre. In his 
opinion the facts proved brought the case within both the spirit and the 
letter of the covenant.—Oovnsnt., Haldane, Q.0., and C. Lyttelton Ohubb ; 
Marten, AC., and Bwinfen Kady. Sorscrrons, B. King ; Buss § Co 


Re THE PILE WORKS (LIM.)\—No. 2, lst April. 


45Y—Moxtoscn or Uncatzzy Oarrrat—Vatiniry as necanne Oats 
maps 1s Scmmavenr Winrine vr—Comrantzs Act, 1962, os. 7~9, 14, 
16, 96, 26, 43, 75, 94, 95, 96, 101, 102, 133. 


‘This was an appeal from the decision of Stirling, J. (ante, p. 141, 38 


~s 


W. R. 282), the question being whether mortgages made by a limited 
ey of their uncalled capital were valid as regarded made by 
the liquidator in the subsequent winding up of the company, s0 as to give 
the ee riority over the general creditors of the company in the 
distribution of the assets of the company. The company was formed with 
a capital limited by shares, and amongst the objects stated in the memo- 
randum of association were these: ‘‘To borrow money by mortgage or other- 
wise, receive money on deposit, and issue transferable and other bonds, and 
mortgage debentures and other securities, founded or based upon all or any 
of the real and personal assets or on the credit of the company.”’ And 
the articles of association provided that the board of directors ‘‘ may from 
time ps borrow py or core gr Avg the company, = = —_ 
gage o' or any part © property o company, and either 

or without including in any such mortgage all or any definite proportion 
of the capital of the company then me at such snms of money as they 
from time to time think expedient.’’ The directors, while the company 
was @ going concern, had executed several mo of uncalled capital 
of the company, and in the ere nee winding up of the company the 
liquidator raised the question whether the mo were valid as affect- 
ing calls made in the winding up. Stirling, J., held that they were. 


Tus Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., was of opinion that the memorandum and articles of asso- 
ciation of the company conferred power to mortgage uncalled capital. It 
was said that calls made in the winding up were not part of the pro 
of the company. It was said that a mortgage of future calls would fetter 
the discretion of the directors as to the making of calls. In his lordship’s 
opinion that was not so when express power was given to mortgage 
uncalled capital. It was contended that calls made in the winding up 
were not to be considered as part of the capital of the company ; that 
they depended upon section 38 of the Companies Act, 1862, which gave 
an entirely different right as to the calls from the power of the 
directors. His lordship did not take that view. The question was as to 
calls in the winding up of a company limited by shares—not as toa 
guarantee of a certain amount to be called for only in the event of the 
winding up of the ee . In that case the amount guaranteed would 
not, his lordship thought, of the capital of the company. Butin 
the case of acompany limited by shares, the power of the liquidator to 
make calls in the event of the winding up of the company was only a 
power to call up the uncalled capital of the company. No doubt it was 
a different power from that of the directors to make calls while the 
company was a going concern, their power, for instance, being 
subject to restrictions as to the times at which calls could be 

e. The power of the liquidator to make calls in the winding 
up was not subject to any of these restrictions, but still it was a 
power to call up the capital of the company. The decision of Jessel, 
M.R., in Re Whitehouse (9 Ch. D. 595) related to another matter—the 
right of set-off by a a gemegey £ the decision was right, though the 
ground of the judgment was, in his lordship’s opinion, wrong. In Webd 
<oee oie 5 H.L. 711) Fae —_ niaiee made in ~ 
Ww up of a company as a fund specially set a or payment of the 
debts of e company still remaining due. But the question he was deal- 


Y | ing with was, whether the calls made on contributories on the B. list could 


be set to pay particular debts of the company, and what he said 
was y against the presentappellant. He said that the whole of the 
calls—from the A. and B. contributories—must be thrown into a common 
fund, which he spoke of as ‘‘capital’’ of the company. In his lordship’s 
opinion, in a limited company like the present company, the calls made 
by the liquidator in the winding up were part of the capital of the 
company. The more serious question was whether there was any- 
thing in the Oompanies Act, 1862, to prevent an effectual mort- 
gege of that part of the capital which was called up by the liqui- 
ator in the winding up. There was no express prohibition in 
the Act of such a m e. Was there anything amounting to 
a@ necessary implication? It was said that it was part of the 
assets of the company which were to be collected and applied in 
<= > the tors equally. But what were ‘‘assets’’ of the com- 
the winding up? In his lordship’s opinion, the ‘‘ assets’’ were 


of the capital or pro of the company with which the 
° dtvectors had not effectually dail before the winding up. If an effectual 


been made, the equity of redemption of the mortgaged 


mortgage had 
- | property would be part of the “‘ assets.” The ‘‘ assets” of the company 


must be a the liquidator equally among the creditors, but, in 
6 , the uncalled capital which had been mortgaged 
was not ‘‘ assets” of the company—i ¢., not free assets which could be 
dealt with for the pepeent of debts. It was said that the general object 
of the Companies would be defeated if such a © were 
. I¢ might possibly have been better if the Act had con a 
prohibition of such . But the ones = power to deal 
with their property, and, © Act did not con such a prohibition 
it would be wrong for the court to introduce it merely because it might 
think it would have been better that it should be there. The Legislature 
could have inserted the prohibition if they had th t fit todo so. The 
court , to do that which would 
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disposition of of the company. Then section 43 must not be 
' | overlooked. Ty pakek tho Guenee te sdiien ah te es of the 


company’s property, including mortgages of capital th . 
sonnement el tha u Wee coeld the analogy of the Companies 


Olauses Consolidation 1545, be disregarded. It gave express power 
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authorized by the Act of 1845. The authorities, so far as they went, were | given, 
against the appeal. In Re Phoenix Bessemer Steel Co. (44 L. J. Oh. 683), | w only Act 
though the point was not specially argued, Jessel, M.R, treated it as | excluded from the capital of the , are never the control of 
clear that such a mortgage, if within the powers conferred by the memo- | the cannot, eqpechinm te dealt with in an by them. 
randum and articles of association of the company, was valid. And the| Those moneys form a statutory fund, which only comes into existence 
same view was taken by Kay, J., in Howard v. Patent Ivory Manufacturing | when the company is in liquidation—that, is to 
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Co. (36 W. R. 801, 38 Ch. D. 156), in which all the authorities were con- | the directors have ceased. But uncalled-up is in a totally different 
sidered. In all the cases, such as in Re Sankey Brook Coal Co. (L. R. 10} position. The liability to pay it Cheha on the contingency 
t up can be exercised by the directors, 


Eq. 381), in which such a mortgage had been held invalid, it was because 
it was not authorized by the memorandum and articles of the company. | and all money asset 
In bis lordship’s opinion there was nothing in the Act, either expressly or | When calls are made by directors it is the capital which they call up ; 
by necessary implication, to prevent an effectual mortgage of calls after- 
wards made in the winding up of the company. It was said that the | as there is capital to call. In ordinary 
mortgagecs in the present case were shareholders in the company, and | payment of nothing else, in other companies pm Ae and it is unneces- 
that if these mortgages were valid there would be a set-off of the debt of from calls 
due to them against calls payable by them, and that this would be con- the 
trary to the Act. But the charge created by the mortgage was a general 
charge on all the unpaid calls, and not merely on the calls made upon the 
particular shareholder who was the mortgagee. In his lordship’s opinion 
the principle of the decisions, that there could not be a set-off of calls 
against a debt due by the company, did not epply to such a@ case. 
Linpuey, L.J., delivered a written judgment as follows:—In order to 
decide the question raised by this appeal it is necessary to study the 
Companies Act, 1862, and the Acts amending it, and in those 
portions of them which relate to capital, to calls, to the liabilities of 
members, and to the collection and distribution of assets in the event of 
a winding up. The sections which relate to capital are op see 8 (5), 14, 
26. Itis plain from these sections that what is meant by the capital of a 
company having its capital divided into shares, is the no capital 
mentioned in the company’s memorandum or articles of association, as 
the case may be. This is the sum which the ditectors are empowered to 
raise by issuing shares, and which those who take shares agree to pay to 
the extent of the nominal amount of the shares which they respectively 
hold. A power conferred by the articles of a com to call up or to 
mortgage or otherwise deal with its capital 8 to its nominal 
capital, and (unlees restricted in terms) to the whole of such capital. But 
such a power does not extend to other moneys which, although raisable in 
the event of a winding up, form no part of the capital of eompany. 
The sections which relate to calls and to the liabilities of members in re- 
spect of their shares are sections 7, 9 (4), 16, 38, 75, 101, 102, and the 
Companies Act, 1867, s. 25. The general effect of these sections is, to 
render each member liable to pay the full amount of his shares, and, in 
the case of unlimited companies and companies limited by guarantee, a 
further sum in the event of a winding up, but only in that event. This 
liability is in the nature of a specialty debt due to the company, accru- 
ing in respect of each share held from the time of its acquisition, and it is 
a liability which, in the case of limited companies, can only be discharged 
by payment in cash, unless an agreement to the contrary is duly regis- 
tered. The sections which relate to the collection and distribution of 
assets in the event of a winding up are sections 94, 95, 98, 101, 
102, 133. All actions which have to be brought in order to 
get in the distributable assets are brought by the liquidator 
the name of the company, section 95 (1), and, although he is empowered 
to take }  aapuncrn in his own name when it jis inconvenient to use the 
the company, section 95 (7), he ought not to adopt this form when 
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mortgaged or its property, any it, 
money of which, although not a debt, the directors had the 
of requiring payment of, there is nothing in 
the liq dator to 


who ae oe 2 a 4 
specific property and floating charges, liberty to disregard charges on 
elias tal, are bound to shew why those last charges are less 
valid than the Reliance is placed on the statutory enactment pro- 
hibiting set-off, and on the cases to that subject ; and unques- 
tionably there are in some of the in those cases which, 
if taken as 8 Be gy Fe made of further reasoning 
tke mse soe to Black $ Co (LR. S$ 50 ot 
ie more y "8 case 
Whitehouse’s case (9 Ch. D. 6 the 
statute itself. The exposition of 
by me ire never be overlooked Pg ate SE pe 
e Act (section expressly forbidding set-off 
Sutied coment, aod tat this expres prohibition isthe ast ofthe 
ae & Se eS ee i ‘2 case Jessel, M. 
cri the reasoning of the Court righton 
Co. v. Dowling (L. R. 3 O. P. 175), = & gone that there the court 
was wrong in treating a call made by the liq in a voluntary 
up as a debt due to the company. But, with deference to J 
Sage 6 a ae The 
rig. 
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there is no necessity for doing so. The form of procedure is, however, im- ton Arcade Co. ¥. Dowling was, ay oe, clearly erroneous, 
material as regards the rights and liabilities sought to be enforced. See | because, although the call was a debt due company, the statute, 
Ez parte Kintrea (L. R. 5 Oh. 95). The assets when got in are distri- . of a set-off in cases of 
butable pari passu amongst the unsecured creditors of the company, and | voluntary winding up, as well as in cases of p tees hy by the court, or 
members of a limited company cannot sst off money due to them from the | subject to its supervision. thought it to call attention to 
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company egainst moneys which the liquidator is empowered to collect for | this matter, 
the payment of the debts of the company. A ul study of the fore- 
going enactments will be found to warrant the following inferences :—1, 
hat uncalled-up capital on any share is money which its holder is bound 
to the company to pay to it, when required by the proper authority. The 
right to require payment of this money is vested in the ane, and, 
when payment is required, the amount payable is a debt due to the 
compen? in all cases, whether the payment is required before or after 
liquidation. 2, That the Companies Act, 1862, does not say when or by 
whom the uncalled-up capital is to be called up before the company is in 
liquidation. The Act leaves this matter to be regulated by the company’s 
articles of association. But, after a a is sppointed, he is the per- 
son to exercise the power of calling it up. 3. That can only 
make calls at such times, after such notices, and of such amounts as are 
prescribed in the articles of association, but liquidators are not bound to 
observe the articles as regards these matters; liquidators both can and 
must collect the assets which it is their duty to distribute as speedily as 
circumstances will permit. 4. That the Act contains no clause f 
mortgages of assets, although every mortgage withdraws from the 
unsecured creditors that which, but for the m would be dis- 
tributable among them in a winding u So from forbidding 
mortgages, = of 1862, —_s 43, — limited ——— a == a 
ry ter 0 mortgages an arges 0: r m Ww t 
obvious that such ae were Ccatempiated he members are left ~ Act, 1879, a. 5, enables a limited to divide capital 
to decide for themselves what powers of m they will confer on | into peste, one which shall only be up in the event ofa 
their directors. All mortgages and charges by fined companies under winding up. the © capital of a company has been so divided, that 
powers conferred by their articles ought, I apprehend, to be registered pest up in the event of a winding up ceases to 
under section 43, whether what is mortgaged or charged is, at the date of subject to the control of the directors, and cannot, I apprehend, be 
the mortgage or charge, existing property of the company, or or disposed of by them. Whether such part can be prepaid need 
which the company has only a power of acquiring and of equi not 
Ssaditup captich, ts soe a Genmaation Sobbbaen tur ieeeeeey GE in of winding respect of capital, 
un “up capital, is euch a orbidden by necessary * | company in course up are 
Son=i.¢., are thane provinons in the Act to which full effect cannot be | in respect of some statutory fund lees distinguishable from it, The 
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Companies Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845, expressly enables companies 
governed by that Act to mortgage unpaid-up capital. Such a mortgage 
would, I apprehend, prevail against a judgment creditor of the company 
who was proceeding by scire facias against a shareholder whose shares were 
not ully paid up, and such a mortgage would equally prevail against a 
making calls in = up &@ company governed by the same 
Act and capable of being wound up under the Companies Act, 1862. 
This shews that there is nothing contrary to public policy in allowing 
companies with limited liability to mortgage their unpaid-up capital. 
It is true that there is no such express power given in the Com- 
Act, 1862, but this is accounted for by the fact that the 
Act in question leaves powers of mortgaging and other powers of 
directors to be regulated by the company’s artieles of association. The 
omission of express power to mortgage unpaid-up capital affords, 
therefore, no sufficient ground for negativing such power. In conclusion, 
I can find nothing in the Companies Act, 1862, or subsequent Acts 
amending it, cxpressly or by necesssary implication prohibiting limited 
companies from mortgaging their unpaid-up capital; nothing to shew 
that the view hitherto taken and daily acted upon, and according to 
which such mortgages are valid, even as against creditors ina winding up, 
erroneous; nothing which would justify the court in holding the 
in this particular case invalid. Finding nothing to prohibit 
them, and an article expressly authorizing them, I am of opinion that 
they are valid. Lorzs, LJ., assented to the judgments of the other 
members of the court, though he felt great doubt as to their correctness, 
his doubts being founded on what was said by Lord Selborne, L.C., in 
Black § Co.'s case (L. R. 8 Ch. 264)—that he thought it ‘‘ not competent for 
any person whatever, by any antecedent contract, to alter the administra- 
of the assets of the company under such”’ (i ¢., a voluntary) ‘‘a 
winding up’’—and on the fact that in none of the cases, in which a 
mortgage of future calls had been held good, had the point been really 
contested. But he deferred to the judgments of his learned brethren, 
who were much more familiar with the law of companies than he was. 
The court allowed only one set of costs to three sets of mortgagees who 
appeared by different counsel.—Counsz1, Rigby, Q O., Phipson Beale, Q.C., 
and Carson ; tir H. Datey, Q.0., and F. Whinney ; Giffard, Q.0., and 
Haldane, Q.0.; Buckley, Q.0., and Ashworth James. Sotscrrors, Drake, 
Son, § Parton; Lane, Monro, $ Soutter ; Maples, Teesdale, § Co.; G. M. 
Clements. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ECCLESIASTICAL COMMISSIONERS AND KING’S CONTKACT—Obitty, J., 
25th March. 


Ouvrew Burioine Acts or 1818 awp 1838 (58 Garo. 3, c. 45, ss. 33, 51, anv 
1 & 2 Vicr. c. 107, s. 9)—Pansonacz S1re—Resaz or Sire. 


In this case the question arose whether the powers of the Building of 
Additional Churches Act, 1818 (58 Geo. 3, c. 45), with reference to the 
resale of land purchased for church sites were incorporated in the amend- 
img Act of 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 107), so as to extend to the resale of land 

for parsonage sites. By the Act of 1818 the Ohurch Building 

are empowered to a land as sites for building churches 

and parsonages, and also empow to acquire by purchase sites for 
churches, and, by section 51, after reciting that the commissioners may 
lands to be made use of for the purposes of the Act, and it may 

that no church shall be built thereon, and it may in such case 
become necessary to sell the same, it is enacted that it shall be lawful for 
the commissioners to resell the lands not wanted for the purposes of the 
always that the first offer of resale is to be made to the 
persons of whom the commissioners have purchased the lands. By the 
provided that all the powers and authorities given and 
Act of 1818 for enabling persons to convey, and the 
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commissioners to take, land for the sites of churches, shall extend to the 
transfer, by sale or wr only, of land for a parsonage. It ap 
in 1884 a of was conveyed by way of sale to the Ecclesias- 


FE 


Commissioners (in whom the powers of the Church Building Commis- 
vested) as a site for a parsonage for the incumbent of St. 
Clerkenwell, but, ome ay having been built thereon, 
become unsuitable for its purpose, the commissioners 
to the same. The land been first. offered to the 
dor, but had been declined. A provisional contract had since 
into with a purchaser. 
, J-, said that section 9 of the Act of 1838 was an extension of 
’ powers of acquiring lands for by means of 
by way of purchase. The recital in section 51 of the Act of 
shewed the motive of the enactment which followed it, and the 
subsequent —— shewed that the enactment did not apply to lands 
acquired by purchase under section 9 of the Act of 1838, 
, fell within the power of resale conferred by 
section 51 of the Act of 1818. The form of section 9 of the Act of 1838 
and shewed an intention on the part of the Legislature to 
under it to the power of resale. On general 
it would be absurd that the commissioners should be able to buy 
churches, and if they did not want such sites to resell them, and 
to buy sites for parsonages and not to be able to sell them if 
wanted. No reason could be suggested why the commis- 
have to keep such sites on their hands for ever. His lord- 
Act of 1845 for further amendment of the Ohurch 
c. 70), s. 25, might also enable the com- 
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He held that the commissioners were enabled to make a good title to the 
land.—Covnss1, Jeune, Q.O , and Blakesley ; Rudall. Soxtcrrors, White, 
Borrett, § Co. ; Potter, Sandford, ¢ Kilvington. 


Re UNITED BACON CURING CO.—North, J., 29th March. 


Company — WinpinG-up Perrtition — ADVERTISEMENT — RESOLUTION FOR 
VOLUNTARY WINDING UP PASSED AFTER PRESENTATION OF PrTITION— 
AMENDMENT OF PeTITION—R&- ADVERTISEMENT. 


‘ This was a petition presented by the company itself for the winding up 
of the company by the court. It was presented on the 6th of March, end 
came on for hearing to-day. On the 21st of March a resolution for the 
voluntary winding up of the company, which had been passed on the 
25th of February, was confirmed. On the hearing of the petition the 
court was asked to make a supervision order. 

Norrs, J., assented to this course, but said that the petition must be 
amended by stating the passing and confirmation of the resolution. 

It was then suggested that, if the petition were amended in this way, 
it would be necessary that it should be re-advertised, and that this 
would cause delay. 

Norra, J., said he had no doubt of his jurisdiction to make the super- 
vision order without any amendment of the petition, though he thought 
it was more convenient that the resolution should appear on the face of 
the petition. But he did not consider that the alteration in the petition 
was such as would require that it should be re-advertised. The passing 
of the resolution might have been brought to the knowledge of the court 
by an affidavit, without being stated in the petition.—OounseL, Theobald ; 
Qczens- Hardy, QO., and Darlngton ; P. F. Wheeler. Soxicrrors, Jngle, 
Coop:r, $ Holmes ; Maddisons; F. Slater Pilditch, 


Re CATLING’S ESTATE—Stirling, J., 29th March. 
Witt—Construction—Worps or Limrration—Estate Tatu. 


Petition for payment out of court of the purchase-money of certain 
copyhold property taken by a burial board under their compulsory powers. 
The property was part of the estate of the late John Catling. By his will 
it had been devised to his wife for life, and after her death to George 
Leach during his life, and after his death “‘ to the next heir in the name 
of Leach as long as the world stands, but every beir that is the owner of 
the said property to keep it allin good repair every year at there (sic) 
own expense, and never to be sold as long as there his (sic) a heirjto have 
it in the name of Leach.’”’ The property, by the custom of the manor, could 
not be entailed. The testator’s wife and George Leach being both dead, 
the question now arose as to the construction which ought to be put upon 
the ultimate limitation. 

ErreinG, J., said that the testator did not intend to devise the property 
to the next heir of the name of Leach as a persona designata. The words 
‘* the next heir of the name of Leach as long as the world stands” were, 
in his opinion, words of limitation, provided any limitation could be 
found to correspond with them. If the estate had been limited to a per- 
son named Leach and the heirs male of his body, it would have devolved 
in the way pointed out by the testator. The limitation must, therefore, 
be construed as a limitation in tail male. The property being copyhold 
by the custom of the manor incapable of being entailed, the effect of the 
limitation was to create a fee simple conditional. The question then arose 
from whom the descent was to be traced, and his lordship was of opinion 
that it was to be traced from George Leach.—OounseL. Hastings, Q.0., 
and Bardswell ; Beale, Q.0., Methold, and Eustace Smith; Giffard, QO., 
and Vernon R. Smith; Buckley, Q.0., and Duncan; Ashworth James, 
Souicrrons, Wilmer § Reeves, for Sedgwick, Turner, & Oddie, Watford; 
Proudfoot § Chaplin; R. L. Butler ; Andrew, Wood, § Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE VESTRY OF ST. JAMES AND ST. JOHN, CLERKENWELL v. FEARY 
—26th March. 


Vestry—Locat MANAGEMENT—SanITATION—NON-COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER 
—Penatty—Jvrispicrion or MactstraAte—Merroroiis Loca, MAnacs- 
ment Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), s3. 81, 211—Amenpmenr Acr, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), s. 64. 


This was a case in which a question was raised as to the power of a 
metropolitan police magistrate, before whom a vestry was seeking to 
recover @ penalty for noncompliance with an order made under their 
sanitary powers, to inquire into the poor of the order, it being 
admitted that the order had been disobeyed. The Metropolis Local 
Management Act, 1855, provides (section 81) that ‘‘if at any time it 
appear to the vestry’’ that any house in the parish ‘‘is without a suffi- 

t water-closct or privy and ashpit, farnished with proper doors and 
coverings,’ the vestry shall give notice in writing to the owner or 
occupier requiring him to remedy the defect, and, in default of his com- 
pliance, may themselves execute the neccessary works, ‘and recover the 
expenses incurred from the owner. Section 64 of the Metropolis Local 
M ement Acts Amendment Act, 1862,im upon any person failing to 
comply with an order under section 81 of the earlier Act a penalty of £5, 
and a further penalty for every day during which the offence shall con- 
tinue ‘‘ to be recovered by action at law or before a justice of the peace 
in a summary manner.’’ This procedure is an alternative to proceeding to 
execute the works and charge the owner with the costs under section 81. In 
this case a room in the ae apc house, five feet square, contained on one 
side of it a sink ands washing copper, and on the other side, but not separ- 


, to make ™ title. , however, 
preferred to give no decision upon the effect of the last-mentioned Act. ) ated from the rest of the room by any partition, a water-closet. The vestry 
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served a notice upon the respondent under section 81 requiring him to 
construct a water-closet with proper doors and coverings. The respondent 
did not comply with this notice, nor did he appeal to the County 
Council—to whom appeals from such an order lie as successors to the 
Metropolitan Board of Works—under section 211 of the Act of 1855. 
Three months after the date of the notice the vestry summoned the 
respondent before a police magistrate to recover penalties under section 
64 of the later Act. The magistrate thought that the vestry ought to 
have held en inquiry and heard the respondent before making the order ; 
and, further, that the words of section 81, ‘‘ furnished with proper doors 
and coverings,” applied only to a ‘‘ privy ashpit,’? and not to a water- 
closet ; he therefore dismissed the summons, but stated this case for the 
opinion of the court. In support of the magistrate’s view Tinkler v. 
Wandsworth Board of Works (27 L. J. Ch. 342), and Cooper v. Wandsworth 
Board of Works (11 W. R. 646) were cited. On the other side it was said 
that the duties of the magistrate were purely ministerial, and that he 
could not go behind the order. 

Lord Coterineg, C.J., was of opinion that the magistrate was bound 
by the decision of the vestry that the water-closet was not furnished with 
proper doors and coverings. The question turned on section 64. Under 
that section was anything open to the magistrate except to inquire 
whetber the order had been made and had been disobeyed? ‘hat 
question itself might be a serious one; it might be very difficult 
to decide whether what a person had done was a sufficient com- 
pliance with an order or not. As to that question the magistrate 
must not take the assertion of the vestry as proof that their order 
had not been obeyed; that must be gone into and decided upon 
evidence; the magistrate’s duty was not purely ministerial. *But in this 
case it was admitted that the order had not been complied with, and 
what the magistrate had decided was that it ought not to have been 
made at all. He ought to have given effect to it subject to the appeal 
which still lies under section 211. It was said on the authority of Cooper 
v. Wandsworth Board thatsome opportunity must be given to the person 
affected of questioning the propriety of the order. That was so. But 
here the respondent had three months in which he might have questioned 
the order. e case must be remitted to the magistrate with an intima- 
tion that he ought to convict. Lord Esner, M.R., concurred. The 
magistrate decided that the vestry were wrong in making this order. It 
was not necessary to decide whether he had jurisdiction to inquire into the 
propriety of the order of the vestry, for if he had any juriediction he had 
made a wrong decision in this case. In the first d mee he had misread the 
Act of Parliament in deciding that the vestry could only require a ‘‘ suffi- 
cient’’ water-closet to be made, and not one ‘furnished with proper 
doors and coverings’’; these words applied to the word ‘‘ water- 
closet’’ as well as to the words “ privy and ashpit.” Then he 
had also decided that the vestry ought to have held a judicial inquiry 
into the facts, but that would be to read into the Act words which are 
not there; the Act said ‘‘if at any time it appear to the vestry,’ and that 
did not mean ‘‘appear upon a judicial inquiry.”” So that, even if the 
magistrate had jurisdiction, both the grounds of his decision were 
erroneous. The order of the vestry seemed to have been properly made, 
and the respondent wight have appealed from it, but he had not chosen to 
do so. The order a been properly made, and having been disobeyed, 
the magistrate had nothing to do but to inflict the penalty. Case remitted. 
— Spokes ; Poley. Soxtcrrors, Bolton, Sons, § Sandeman ; Lewis $ 
ons, 





County Courts. 
PATTISON v. PRICE, Zz parte PRICE—Brompton, 27th March. 


His Honour Jupez Sronor, in delivering judgment, said: On the 
8th of October last this interpleader issue, to determine whether cer- 
tain goods seized by the high bailiff of this court to answer a judgment 
for £15 and costs recovered by the plaintiff, a governess, against the 
defendant, a married lady, were the property of the defendant or of the 
claimant, her husband, came on for hearing. The execution debtor was 
examined in support of the claim, and cross-examined, and upon that 
evidence I found for the execution creditor, On the 28th of January the 
case came on appeal before the High Court, when -the learned judges 
decided ‘‘that, as the point of law was of an extremely important 
character, they ought not to determine it until all the facts bearing upon 
it were disclosed, and as the learned county court judge had, on his notes 
expressed his dissatisfaction with the way in which the defendant had 
given her evidence, and had stated that a new trial ht be desirable, 
there should be a new trial, the costs to abide the event.’ Such new 
trial has accordingly taken place before me, with a jury summoned by 
the claimant, when the execution debtor was again examined and cross- 
examined, and gave her evidence in a more becoming manner than on the 
former occasion, She deposed that in 1883 her husband, who resides 
officially in India, had left her and her children resident in England, and 
had since, according to arrangement, remitted to her mon considerable 
tums of money, varying from £900 to £1,500 per —, in order that 
she might maintain herself and children in a manner suitable to her state 
of life,’’ and she added ‘‘ that the money was to Py, just debts, and not 
unjust debts,’’ evidently considering the present debt to fall in the latter 
category. She also said that, until lately, the remittances had been placed 
to her account at a bank upon which she drew; but that latterly she 
received the money and kept it at her house, She also said that the goods 
in question had been purchased by her with moneys remitted to her by 
the claimant, and that the house in which she resided, and where the 
goods were seized, was taken by her in her own name, The execution 
creditor was examined as to a letter which she wrote to the execution 


Stee, and the ih ERE wee anaes 6s eres eens 
against the execution de 8 separate estate, but it appeared to me 
that this evidence was immaterial, that the uncontradicted evidence 
of the execution debtor herself was the only material evidence in 
the case, and that the only questions oe aS it were questions of 
equity and law, and not of fact, and consequently for the court, and not 
for the jury. I thérefore told the jury that I should reserve the power to 
enter judgment as I thought right, but that, as they had been summoned, 
it would be better for them to give their opinion whether the goods in 
question were the property of the husband or the separate property of the 
wife. After a short ee ee that the property was the 
husband’s, being, I believe, chiefly influenced by an een of the 
claimant’s counsel ab inconvenienti—viz , that, otherwise, the wife, on the 
husband’s return to England at any time, would be able to claim any 
money in her hands, or any goods or property purchased by her, as her 
separate property—which may be to present a serious difficulty. 
but is evidently not so serious a difficulty as would result from the execu- 
tion debtor being allowed to enter into contracts with tradesmen, ser- 
vants, or others, on the strength of her living apart, though not separated 
from her husband, in a house of her own, and in possession of consider- 
able income and property purchased therewith, without her creditors 
having any remedy against her or her property, or against ker husband, 
whose credit she clearly could not pledge; and with regard to the argu- 
ment of the learned counsel I may also observe that the late Sir George 
Jessel, M.R , appears, in the case of Re Tharp (26 W. R. 770), not to have 
been diemayed by the difficulty which has been suggested, and that, at all 
events, the questions at issue in this case cannot depend upon it, but must 
be decided upon the principles and precedents which govern the well- 
established doctrines of equity as to the estate of married women. 
With these principles and precedents, in my practice as a conve 
and equity counsel, in my former office at the head of the West Indian 
Incumbered Estates Commission, and in my present office, I have been 
familiar for very many years, and, after careful consideration, I am of 
opinion that the allowance to the claimant’s wife in this case, subject, no 
doubt, to the liability to maintain her children, is her separate p » 
that she must be taken to have contracted in respect of it, and that 
goods purchased with it are consequently liable to be taken in execution 
under the Married Woman’s Pro Act, 1882. I regret that I am too 
much pressed with the increased business of my courts under the County 
Courts Acts, 1888, to give the time which I formerly did in judgments, 
and I shall, therefore, not more fully into the application of the 
rinciples and precedente which I have referred to in the present case. 
No doubt it will be fully argued hereafter on appeal in the Divisional 
Court by the able counsel engaged ix it, and I will, therefore, simply 
content myself on the present occasion with referring to the following 
authorities in support of my poe: Story’s Commentaries, 1374, 
1375; Josiah Smith’s Manual of Equity, 421 ; Lush’s Husband and Wife, 
183 ; Brooke v. Brooke (25 Beav. 342); and Re Tharp (26 W. R. 770,3 P. D. 76, 
83 e¢ seg.). With regard to the judgment to be entered on the present occa 
sion a singular circumstance occurred since the order of the h 
Court for a new trial, which must affect and, so to speak, qualify the 
latter as to the costs of the proceedings. At the last trial the claimant 
abandoned his claim as to certain of the goods in dispute which were 
appraised at £14 18s. 6d. and have since been sold at £14 93. 6d, -— 
the remainder of the which were appraised at £10 7s. 6d., 
which still remain unsold, only in dispute. The execution creditor is 
therefore entitled to that sum of £14 9s. 6d., leas the expenses of 
execution and sale; and, as I find for the execution creditor as to all 
goods, she is also at present entitled to the g unsold and 
to the whole costs of in r under the order of the High Court. 
h Court, on should hold that she is 
titled to the goods which are now in te, and have been 
at £10 7s. 6d., the costs, with hearing fee and 
bailiff's Byer as be nt, and 
hereafter. For the present, judgmen 
creditor for the sum of £14 9s. 6d., less the 
sale forthwith, and for the remainder of the 
bailiff's charges ; and costs to be taxed in 
remaining in dispute are appraised at less 
doubted whether the claimant has now any right of 
not I will give him leave to appeal on the terms that the 
tor shall, any event, have the whole costs of the interple 
court and on the first appeal, but if the claimant 
remainder of the goods on such appeal, the execution creditor shall 
or allow to the claimant half of the hearing fee and of the high 
charges, but no costs.—Counsan, Watson; De Colyar. 
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The Lord Chancellor on the 28th ult. introduced a Bill to amend the 
Bills of Sale Act, 188%. The Bill has not yet been printed. 

In a circular letter sent from the Home Office te the county councils 
the Home Secretary calls attention to some of the chief points to be 
observed in framing bye-laws under the Local Government Act, 1888. 


hints 

oo with respect to Acts of Parliament whose ions must be borne 
mind by those who administer the measure of 1888. It is shewn that 
bye-laws should not deal with any offences that are already punishable 


summarily under the general law, and attention is called to the necessity 
Sess © ve @ clear and certain of the acts which it 
is intended to ibit under the b ws, not, by using vague and 





general terms, to include within definition other acts that cannot 
properly be made the subject of prohibition and punishment. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
EASTER BAR EXAMINATIONS. 


The examiners must have intended to do nothing to spoil the candi- 
dates’ Easter vacation, for the papers, taken as a whole, were easy enough. 
In real property Edwards’ Oompendoum does not appear to have pro- 
duced any ly distinctive question. The Wills Act (1 Vict. c. 26) 

werned no less than two out of the ten questions, the Conveyancing 

two, while the Settled Land Act has but one question appropriated 
to it. The , reat of the per ag arene of —_ a such as 
“fixtures, manors,’ erences between perso! property, 
&c. The common law paper is, perhaps, remarkable in omitting the sub- 
ject of landlord and tenant, which is usually to be credited with one or 
two questions. The Queen’s Bench practice questions were remarkably 
easy, and so were those on crimes. This is the easiest paper that has 
for some time in this subject. In equity four questions were 
to each of the prescribed subjects. Nearly all the questions in 
the first subject dealt with the duties and liabilities of trustees, which is 
a noteworthy change, as neyw these questions have been, confined 
rather to the law of trusts t 
acquaintance with the Trustee Act, 1888, would enable the candidate to 
get over this portion of the paper, as it is more or less involved in three 
out of the four questions. The four questions in partnership have all 
d before in one shape or another, and it looks as if the change in 
subjects which will occur after the Trinity Examination will not come 
before it is needed. The specific performance questions also were fair and 
simple, though, perhaps, the opening one is rather wide, ‘‘ What is 
required to be in writing (as to parties, subject-matter, price, &c.) in 
order to constitute a binding contract for eale of land? and how far is 
parol evidence admissible in aid of what isin writing ?’’ &. We have not 
given the whole of the question, it is too lengthy. It can hardly be 
oubted that a student would often be better tested by leaving it so that 
he himself might map out the ground instead of giving so much indication 
of the heads of the essay he is to write. Somo of the candidates 
considered the paper in Roman Jaw hard, and perhaps those who took up 
this subject at the end of four terms before reading any English law 
might consider the second question, ‘‘ How could a piece of land in 
Roman Jaw be made subject to—(a) a life interest, (b) a lease for years? 
rether difficult. But with a fairly easy piece of translation and a good 
sprinkling of such points as “Distinguish res corporales and res incor- 
ales,” *‘ What changes did Justinian introduce into the law relating to 
fegacies ?” ** What was required in Roman law to constitute a binding 
aes a ai no candidate with a fair elementary knowledge of the 
principles of the subject need fear to fail on the paper. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Liverroot Law Srupents’ Assocration.—31st March.—A paper was read 
by A. T. Oarter, Esq., barrister-at-law, on the Factors Acts. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


The annual and quinquennial meeting of proprietors was held at the 
offices, Chancery-lane, on the 27th ult., Mr. James Cuppon (the chair- 
map 


The report Sites that the life policies in force on the 30th of November, 
1884, the date of the last quinquennium, were 3,381 in number, for a total 
sum of £2,783,578, yielding in ums £81,204 per annum. There have 
been issued since that date 1,238 policies for £1,062,193 sums assured, with 
apnpal premiums amounting to £27,927 16s. 5d., and £7,830 12s. 3d. 
single premiums making a total of 4,619 policies for £3,845,771, with 
annual premiums of £109,131 16s. 5d. During the quinquennium 1,038 
_— for a total of £900,421, with annual premiums of £26,887 12s. 3d., 

we ceased to exist by death, surrender, and other causes, leaving in force 
on 30th of November last 3,581 ies for £2,945,350, with premiums 
amounting to £82,244 perannum. The reversionary bonuses thereon amount 
to £139,978 On the 30th of November, 1884, there were in existence 223 
life annuities, amounting to £14,681 17s. 3d, ; 75 life annuities were granted 
since that date for £4,730 2s.—total 298, for £19,411 19s. 3d.; 65 life 
annuities became void by death for £4,735 7s. 2d., leaving 233 in 
force on the 30th of November last for £14,676 12s. 1d. The total amount 
of claims under life policies paid during the quinquennium (less re- 
assurances) was £235,892 9s. 6d., including us, and the total 

received in the period (less re-assurances) was £377,600 6s, 10d. 
the quinquennium forty tenants for life have died, and the 
profit realized upon the reversions which have thereby fallen into posses- 
sion, after debiting each reversion so fallen in with purchase-money, 
costs, and interest at 5 per cent., is £14,258. This sum has been applied 
in payment of the accrued and accruing interest of 5 per cent on the 
i The result of the valuation shews a 
surplus of £147,066 17s. 7d., out of which surplus the directors recom- 
that the sum of £20,000 be reserved to meet possible depreciation 
securities and probable fall in rate of interest in next quinquenniam, 
Deducting such sum of £20,000 from the surplus of £147,066 17s. 7d., 

there remains the sum of £127,066 17s. 7d. for distribution amon 
the proprietors and the assured who are entitled to participate in profits. 
proprietors’ proportion of the surplus is £18,880 0s, 4d., being fo 

of the total net premiums received during the quinquennium. 
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balance—namely, £108,186 17s. 4d.—is available for distribution amongst 
the assured, and will yield the very handsome reversionary bonus of £9 
- cent. per annum on sums assured and existing bonuses. This is the 
argest bonus the company has ever given. The » ee a have decided to 
increase the interim bonus upon policies in force on the 30th of November 
last which may become claims during the next quinquennial period from 
£1 to £1 10s. per cent. annum. 

The net premium income of the fire department on the 30th of 
November, — was £44,320 14s. 4d.; and on the 30th of No. 
vember, 1889, it was £52,334 183. 3d., shewing an increase of 
£8,014 33. 1ld. during the five years. The total net premiums 
received during the period were £247,519 4s. 3d., and the net losses 
amounted to £98,257 0s. 7d., being about 40 per cent. of the net premiums, 

With regard to the new business of the year, the directors have to report 
that there have been issued in the life department 251 new policies, insur. 
ing the sum of £162,485, and yielding new premiums to the amount of 
£6,385 33. 1ld., of which the sum of £85 2s. 9d. was paid away for re- 
assurance. In the fire department 8,416 new policies and guarantees, 
insuring a total sum of £7,259,334, were also issued, the new premiums 
upon which amounted to £10,256 11s. 6d. Twenty-six life annuities were 
ted for £1,123 5s. 4d., the purchase-money for which amounted to 
£10,922 8s. 10d. The claims in both departments were in excess of those 
of the year 1888, amounting in the life department to £61,484 15s. 8d. 
(less re-assurances) as against £49,100 11s. 3d. in the previous year. In 
the fire eee they amounted to £26,554 0s, 6d., being about 50 
per cent. of the net ums of the year. The excess of receipts over 
payments in the life department was £33.992 16s. 8d. The balance at 
credit of profit and loss account is £24 437 7s. 4d., to which has to be 
added the shareholders’ proportion of life profits—namely, £18,880 Os. 4d. 
—making a total sum available for dividend of £43,317 7s. 8d. The 
directors recommend the payment of a dividend for the current financial 
year ending the 30th of November next of five shillings and sixpence 
= share, free of income tax, which will take from the profit and 
a a, sum of £27,500, leaving at credit of that account 
£15, Ts. 8d. 


The Cuareman: Gentlemen, it is with much pleasure that I meet you 
on this occasion to discuss the report and accounts which have been iseued 
for your informetion and consideration. Many words of mine are not 
needed. I will endeavour, therefore, as concisely as possible, to draw your 
attention to the results of the seventh quinquennium, which ended on the 
30th of November last. The last year of that quinquennium was less 
favourable as to claims in both departments than any of the preceding 
four years, but I need not say that variations happen as a matter of 
course, and make up averages. I will therefore speak of the quinquennium 
as @ whole, every drawback being taken into account. We have the 
satisfaction to see that the surplus in the life department available for 
reserve and division reaches the large sum of £147,000. I find that the 
profits in the fire department during the queqvenen have amounted to 
$74,550, about one-fifth of which from time to time been kept back, 
and, pursuant to the deed of settlement, applied to augment the reserve 
fire fund, which now amounts to over £67,000. In comparing the results 
of the past with the preceding quinquennium, it will be found that the 
profit derived from both departments has much exceeded that of the 
preceding quinquennium. The life surplus was less in the preceding 
quingennium by £51,000, and the fire profits were less by £17,000 —shew- 
ing a large increase of profit during the past quinquennium. In the fire 
department the increase in the yearly premium income during the quin- 
quennium has been satisfactory, but the increase in the life premium 
income has not been quite as much as I a to see. It is right that we 
should take into account the fact that much of our life business has been 
connected, in some shape or other, with securities taken by or through 
solicitors of our connection (independently of mortgages to our com- 
pany) These policies are generally on the non-profit scale, a fact which 

gely increases the bonus on policies on the with-profit scale. 
The assets in hand have increased during the quinquennium by about 
£208,000, the total assets now standing at £1,083,000. The valuation has 
been made on the strictest ——— of safety in every respect, interest 
being calculated hl od cent., the whole of the loadings on the life 
premiums—such being about £16,000 a year—not having been 
taken into account-in the valuation. The tables of mortality were those 
generally used by the most cautious actuaries The revision of our life 
— has lately been considered by the directors. New tables will 

printed shortly. We propose also, under certain regulations, to issue 
life policies free from all restrictions and stipulations as to residence or 
otherwise, the a of the premium being the only condition. As 
there are no questions to be asked I now move that the report before you 
be adopted. 

Mr, O. Pzmezrton, the Deputy-Ohairman: I beg leave to second the 
motion. All I will say is that, if that success is to be continued it must 
depend be +»: yourselves. If you send us business we shall be happy to do 
it, and will do it well. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. ~ 


Mr, Epmunp James pro : “That in accordance with the recom- 
mendation of the directors in their report now read, a dividend of 5s. 6d. 
per share, free of income tax, be paid to the shareholders for the 
year ending the 30th of November, 1890, in equal half-yearly payments 
on the first day of June and the first day of December.” 

Mr. Arruur Incrsn seconded the motion, remarking that the dividend 
proposed was the largest they had ever had. He had no doubt that if the 
shareholders all thoroughly co-operated with the directors a still further 
increase would take at the end of the next quinquennium. 

The motion was at once adopted. 
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On the motion of Sir Hzunny W. Parker, seconded by Mr. Gzroncr 
Hensert, the retiring directors were severally and separately re- 

Mr. N. 8. E. Sreinsere proposed the re-election of Mr. Theodore 
Waterhouse as the shareholders’ auditor for the current year, and this 
was seconded by Mr. E. Broxam, and agreed to. 

The Cuaimman informed the meeting that the board on the preceding 
da: eee Mr. Darley as the directors’ auditor for the current year. 

Mr. NRY Roscox said that ten years ago it was his pleasing pou Any 
pro an increase in the directors’ remuneration from £2,000 to £2,500, 
and he now begged to propose that the amount be increased to three 
thousand guineas. Everyone present would admit that the directors were 
entitled to an increase of that kind, for a more successful office than the 
Law Union had hardly been known. It had —— a steady and uniform 
success from the beginning, and he wished he been an original share- 
holder. If they p as they had done hitherto, he believed that at 
the end of the five years they might look for an increased dividend. 

Mr. Herzert said he had cular in seconding this resolu- 
tion. He held shares in a great many offices—in all the legal ones—and 
the amount pro to be paid to the directors was not more than that 
paid by the other law offices. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

The Cuarnman: On behalf of the directors, I thank you much in- 
deed for the ——— you have paid us in making tion to the 
directors’ fees. e all appreciate your kindness very much, and shall 
endeavour to deserve it. 

On the motion of Mr. W. J. Gruxs, seconded by Mr. E. Broxam, the 
sum of 75 guineas each was voted to the auditors for their services during 


a) year. 
e proceedings closed with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Rosert Gzoace Arsurunot, barrister, died at his residence, 9, 
Hyde-park-gate, on the 19th ult. Mr. Arbuthnot was the fourth son of 
Mr. Archibald Francis Arbuthnot, his mother having been a daughter of 
the first Viscount Gough. He was educated at Eton, and was formerly 
Scholar of Trinity Oollege, Oambridge, where he graduated in the 
first class of the Classical Tripos in 1865. He was a pupil in the 
chambers of the late Mr. Hassard Dodgson, and af of the 
late Mr. Justice Watkin Williams, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1868. Mr. Arbuthnot was a member of 
the South- rn Circuit. He became known as editor (in conjunction 
with Mr. Collins, Q.0.) of an edition of Smith’s Cases, and he 
steadily acquired a good junior business, He 
junior counsel for the Bank of England, and also 

uth-Western Railway Oo. He was for several years a re barrister 
for the county of Surrey. Mr. Arbuthnot was for several years a 
valued contributor to the columns of this journal. 


Mr. Nicuotas Mercer, solicitor, of Henley-on-Thames, died on the 
12th ult., at the age of ew Mr. Mercer was the oldest solicitor at 
Henley. He was admitted a solicitor in 1827. In 1840 he was appointed 
clerk to the Henley Board of Guardians, but he resigned that office last 
year. He had been registrar of the Henley County Oourt (Circuit No. 
37) since 1862, and he was also for many years clerk to the Henley Assess- 
ment Oommittee, School Attendance Committee, and ‘Rural Sanitary 
Authority, and superintendent- re for the Henley District. He was 
& perpetual commissioner for Oxfordshire and Berkshire, and he had a 
large practice. Mr. Mercer had been three times mayor of Henley, and 
he was for many years one of the borough aldermen. He was buried in 
his family vault at Cowley, Middlesex, on the 17th ult. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr, Stoney Grorce Rarcutrr, solicitor, of 60, New Broad-street, and 


43, White Horse-street, Stepney, has been appointed Olerk and Solicitor 


to the Limehouse District Board of Works, in succession to his father, the | ciated 


late Mr. Thomas Wrake Ratcliff. Mr. S. G. Ratcliff was admitted a 
solicitor in 1868, 


Mr. Hersert Oranmer Harvey, solicitor (of the firm of Leadbitter & 
Harvey), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed by the high sheriff 
of Northumberland (Mr. Cadwallader John Bates) to be Under-Sheriff of 
a Seey for the ensuing year. Mr. Harvey was admitted a solicitor 

6 . 


Me. Joszpx Larke Wueatuey, solicitor, of Oardiff, has been elected 
Olerk of the Peace for that borough. Mr. Wheatley is also town clerk of 
Cardiff. He was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. James Oxarke, solicitor and notary, of Preston, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Preston Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary sepeaeye han Clark has 
been for several years solicitor to the board. He was ted in 1879. 

Mr. Tuomas Joszrn Sworper, ——e on firm of Sworder & Long- 
more), of Hertford, has been elected P t for the of 
newly-formed Association of Union Clerks of England and Wales. Mr. 
Sworder is the son of Mr. Thomas Sworder, solicitor, of Hertford. He 
‘was admitted a solicitor in 1868, and he is clerk to the Hertford Board of 
Guardians, superintendent registrar, coroner for the Hertford Division of 
Hertfordshire, and clerk to the commissioners of taxes for the Broadwater 
Division. His partner, Mr. Oharles Elton Longmore, is town clerk of 
i clerk to the borough and county magistrates, and under- 





Mr. Joun Scort, barrister, one of the oy a of the High Oourt of Judi- 
cature at Bombay, has been vie the Governm: of 
pt for Judicial Reforms. . Justice Scott is the third son of Mr. 
ward Scott, solicitor, of vi He was educated at Pembroke Oollege, 
Oxford, and he was called to 
Term, 1865. He formerly practised 
appointed a member of the International Oourt in 
and he was vice-president of the court from 1879 1882, when he was 
appointed a puisne judge of the High Court at Bombay. 
Mr. Sruas Gzorce Savt, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been Se by the 
high sheriff of Cumberland (Mr. Henry Jefferson) to be Under-Sheriff of 
Prod county for the ensuing year. Mr. Saul was admitted a solicitor in 
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of those counties for the ensuing year. Mr. Maule is the son of Mr. 
Edward Maule, solicitor, town clerk of aaa He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1882, and he is deputy town clerk of Huntingdon, and deputy 
clerk of the peace for Huntingdonshire. 
Mr. Henry Frepsric Oarn, solicitor, of 15, King-street, Cheapside, 
i, E.O, and of Streatham, has been appointed a Oommissioner for 
aths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 


DissoLvrions. 
Axruur Henry Dasss and Tuzopuitvs Haynes Resp, solicitors (Dabbs 
& Reed), 63, Chancery-lane, London. March 25. [Gazette, March 28. 


Rozgert Norton and Txorotp Davys Mannine, solicitors (Turner, 
Norton, & Manning), 61, Oarey-street, elane, London, and at 
Wells. November 15, 1889. 

Hiwpesranp Ramspgn and Epwaxp James Avstin, solicitors (Ramsden & 
Austin), 150, Leadenhall-street, London. March 31. 

(Gazette, April 1. 


GENERAL. 

On Saturday the Royal assent was given to the following Bills :— 
sean aon (No. anaes — ame Dams 
Expenses, Lunacy (Conso on), and Army bi 

At a meeting of the City of London Common , held on the 
27th ult., the court adopted a report of the Law and City Courts Com- 
mittee, recommending that the salary of the then Ss of 
the Mayor’s Court should be £1,000 a year, to be now and in 
future the maximum salary of the office. 

The Official Solicitor and the Chief Official Receiver in Bankruptcy 
finally retired this week. SirR. P. H , in ackn 
Mr. Registrar Brougham and Mr, E. 0. 
remarked thatthe business of the 
had hitherto been conducted, with credit, and the court would be able to 
= the same confidence in those who succeeded him as it had found in 


In the House of Commons on the 3iet ult. Mr. Howard Vincent asked 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, on private notice, whether the Govern- 
ment will consent to the Public Trustee Bill and the Trust Companies 
Bill, which have now come down to this House, being referred to a 
select commitee to inquire and report upon their provisions. The Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer said: Yes, we should propose that those 
two Bills should be referred to a committee, but I am not quite certain 
whether it should be a relect committee specially appointed for the pur- 
pose or whether it should be one of the Stan ttees. 

The Trust Companies Bill and the Pablic Bill were read a 
third time in the House of Lords on the 28th ult. On the third reading 
of the latter Bill Lord Herschell said he considered it was bis duty to 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANOR ON 








Date. APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Kay. CuiIrry. 
Wednesday, April ..... 9 Mr. Leach Mr. Ward Mr, Rolt 
ya Godfrey Pemberton Farmer 
| SS eae mae | | Leach Ward lt 
—..... 12 Godfrey Pemberton Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Norta. STIRLING. KEKEWIOCH. 
Wednesday, April ...... 9 Mr.Carrington Mr, Beal Mr, Jackson 
Thursday .s...sccereeseeseee 10 Lavie Pugh Clowes 
Friday ....... one Carrington Beal Jackson 
Saturday aiveducandaceateenss ae Lavie Pugh Clowes 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
Masters in Cuampers For Eastrr Sirtinas, 1890. 

A. to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Johnson; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G. to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonell ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. 

O. to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Wilberforce ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 


Eastzr Srrrines, 1890. 

A. to F.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Kaye are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No 181, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G. to N.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Butler are to be made returnable in his own room, No. 112, at 
11 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Archibald are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 109, at 11.30 a m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the sum- 
monses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they wore returnable at chambers. By Orper or THE Masters. 








WINDING UP NOTICES: 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 28, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Burtpine Societies Trust, Liwirep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
March 18, it was ordered that the trust be wuvand up Oddy, Lombard st, 
solor for petner 

Gas MANUFACTURING Co, LimITED—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated March 15, it was ordered that the company be wound up Nokes & 
Stammers, Basinghall st, solors for petner 
onmAL Co, Lrm1TED—By an order made by North, J, dated March 22, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued Munns 
& Longden, Old Je , solors for petner 

Savoy PUBLISHING Co, LimitepD — Kay, J, has fixed April 9, at 18, at his chambers, 
for the'appointment of an official liquidator _ 

THE BRACEBRIDGE BRICK Co, LimiTED—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 24, to rend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Reginald Arthur Stephen, Lincoln, solor Tweed & Co, Lincoln, 
solors for ——- 

THE GaRW WATER AND Licat Co, LumtrED - Creditors are required, on or before 
May 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or to Mr William Oooke, 25, Dunraven pl, Bridgend Randall & Wilson, 
Bridgend, solors for liquidator 

Tue Hopngt Coat, , AND Sart Co. Luwrrep—Oreditors are required, on or 
before May 7, to rend their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Philip Scott Minor, Hodnet, Salop, solor 

THE PITTSBURGH CONSOLIDATED GOLD MIN«&s, LIMITED —Creditors are required, 
on or before April 30, to send their names and ad iresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to James Drayson Austen Norris, Suffolk House, Lau- 
rence Pountney hill Ingle & Co, Threadneedle st, solors for liquidator 

THe Unitep Bacon Curtne Oo, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Oorderoy, 67, Moorgate st Ingle & Co, Threadneedle st, 
solors for liquidator 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BankKHBALL O11 AND CHEMICAL WorKS, LimtTED—By an order made by the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated March 20, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the company be continued Masters & Rogers, Liverpool, solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
ADVBRSANE FRIENDLY Society, Blacksmiths’ Arms Inn, Adversane, Billings- 


21 
DEAUGHTSMAN’S PROVIDENT Society, 24, Myddelton sq March 24 
Sanoruaky STAR OF THE WEsT, London District of the Ancient Order of Shep- 
herds, Catherine Wheel Inn, New Brentford March 22 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Humber Longe, Benevolent and Pension Fund Friendly Society, Freemason’s 
Hall, Osborne st, Kingston upon Hull March 24 
: London Gazette.—TuEspDAyY, April 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
In CHANCERY. 

Co, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, eg March 27, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on April 19 Hatt Co, Southampton 
bidga, solors for petner 

Corpova Union GOLD Co, Luurren—Kay, J, has fixed Monday, April 21, at 12, at 
his chambers, for the yo py oe of an official Jiquidator 

CB 


IspUsTRIAL oF GREAT Beirain, LIMITED -Petn for winding up, 
before Stirling, J, on May 8 et- 


CIGARETTE SUPPLY 


; March 31, directed to 
calfe, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn, solor for petner 
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LONDON AND TRANSVAAL SYNDICATE, LIMITED —Chitty, J, has, by an order dated 
March 23, sppemree Lawrence Hasluck, 17. Holborn Viaduct, to be official 
liquidator tors are required, on or before May 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, totheabove Tues. 
day. May 13, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims 

Moss Bay Hematirg IRON AND STEEL Co, LIMITED —Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented March 31, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on April 19 Speechly 
& Co, New inn, Strand, solors for petner 

MupGe Marcuant EnGIne Co, Lunmrep—By an order made by Stirling, J, dated 
March 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
continued DaJjzell & Beresford, Clement’s inn, Strand, solors for petaers 

QUEENSLAND QUICKSILVER EstaTES, LIMITED —By an order made by Stirling, J, 
dated March 24, it was ordered that the estates be wound up Stretton & Co, 
Cornhill, solors for petners 

SWELISH AND NORWEGIAN Rariway Oar Trust Oo, Limirep—Petn for winding 
up, presented March 28, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on April 19 
Harris, Bucklersbury, solor for petner 

Tue Sexyver WaTER Works Co, ED—Cred.tors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Edwin Fletcher and Herbert Delves, 62, Queen Victoria st Lane 
& Qo, solors for liquidators 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

E M Davis & Co, Liurrep —Bristowe, VC, has fixed Thursday, April 10, at 11, at 
9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

FourNEss REGENERATIVE Lamp Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or to William Stavert, 1, Piccadilly, Manchester Cobbett & Co, 
Manchester, solors for liquidator 

JOHN TaTHAM & Sons, —By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, 
dated March 20, it was ordered that the company be wound up Knott, Man- 
chester, agent for Wade & Co, Bradford, solors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
BISHOPTON FRIENDLY Socrety, Schoolroom, Bishopton, Durham March 25 
DAnBY BENEFIT Soorety, Fox and Hounds Inn, Amthorpe, York March 27 
GaRN DOLBENMAEN FRIENDLY SociaTY, Garn Dolbenmaen, Carnarvon March 25 
Priscess Royat FEMALE BENEFIT SOCIETY, National Schools, Peakman st, Red- 
ditch, Worcester March 25 
St Joun’s LopGez, United Order of Odd Fellows, Albert Inn, Cambridge 
st, Leeds March 25 , 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
BLOMFIELD FRIENDLY Socraty, Blomtield Chapel, Tipton, Stafford March 26 
GLYNAVON LODGE, True Ivorites Friendly Society, New Inn, Cwmavon, Tai- 
bach, Glamorgan March 26 
Sotway Tent, 1.0.R.8.U. Friendly Society, Co-operative Rooms, Curzon st, 
Maryport, Cumberland March 26 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF OLAIM. 
London Gaszette.—Tugspay, March 18. 
ATKIN, JOHN WINGATE, King’s Lynn, Bookseller. April 25, Coulton & Son, 


King’s Lynn 
Awmiony, HENRY, Henrhiew, nr Usk, Mon, Brewer. May i4. Waldron & Son, 


ABLETT, THoMas WiL11AM, Hextable, Sutton at Hone, nr Swanley, Kent, of ro 
occupation. Mayi. Peckham & Co, Koightrider st 
BALD, ANDREW, Ilfracombe, Gent. April 21. Coode & Co, Bedford row 


BANISTER, WILLIAM, West Derby, Lancs, Gent. Mayi. Pride, Liverpool 
Barker, GEORGE, Cambridge, Fsq. Mayt1, Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 
BARTRAM, JOHN, Billingford, Norfolk, retired Farmer. May 1. Garrod, Diss 


BINGE, Aces, Seven Sisters rd, Holloway, Chemist. May 1. Hyde & Oo, 
olborn 
Boorg,  EREMIAD, Rodley, nr Leeds, Ironfounder. May 1. Dawson & Chap- 


man. 
BUTTERWORTH, SAMUEL, Rochdale, retired Mill Manager. April i8. Jazksons & 


y, Rochdale 
Cazr, JOHN, Glass Houghton, Yorks, Grocer. May 3. Phillips, Castleford 
CHAMPION, WILLIAM, Acton Vale grdns, Uxbridge rd, Gent. May1. Gwynn & 


Co., Bristol 


CHAWELEY, SARAH, Dover. March 29. E. W. & V. Kuocker, Dover 

Cotiey, THomas, Sheffield, Gent. May 6. Bramley, Sheffield. 

DEAN, JOSEPH, Oldham, Machini:t. March 31, Shaw, Oldham 

Denny, Drana, St. Leonard’s on Sea, April 30. F. & T. Guillaume, Salisbury sq 


FLETCHER, EDWARD, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. April 15. Gibson & Co, 
Newcastle upon ape 

Forp, Joan, Hulme, Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper. April 20. JE&R 
Whitworth, Manchester 

GREEN, SAMUEL, Banbury, Butcher. April 20. Bliss, Banbury 

Hacaye, Bit, Leamington. Apuiil 18. Holbeche & Addenbrooke, Sutton 

oldfie! 

HALLAM, Emma, Albemarle st, Piccadilly. May 19. Price & Son, Walbrook 

Hinpson, WILL1aM, Gateshead, Builder. May 1. Dickinson & Miller, New- 
castle upon Tyne and North Shields 

Hopason, Mary, Bolton, Clothier. April15. Finney, Bolton 


HoLLieR. ZACHARIAH, Bushey, Herts, Rent Collector. May1. Sedgwick & Co, 


Watfo: 
Horwoon, DAni£L, Eastville, Bristol, Land Surveyor. May 14. Perham, Bristol 


Teaste, ¢ ame, King st, St James’s pl, Aldgate. Aprilii. Myers, Wormwood st, 
r 
JACKSON, ANN, Shooter’s Hill, Kent. April 30. Layton, St Helen’s pl 


Livesey, Exiza, Chorley. April16, Crofton & Craven, Manchester 
Lock, ame 1 Park rd, West Ham. April 17. Norris & Son, Gray’s inn pl, 
Tay’s 
4 Joun, Great Barr, Staffs, Esq. May 10. Thursfield & Measiter, 
Wednesbury 
MEREDITH, FLORENCE Louisa DEPHINE, Broad st, Brighton. April18. Saxelby 


& Faulkner, lronmonger lane . 
Mitts, CAROLINE, Diss, Norfolk. April2i. Garrod, Diss 


Murton, NicHouas, Davington, Kent, Farmer. May 12. Tassell & Son, Faver- 

Noreiz, ANDREW HowbEN Batrour, Beaufoy rd, Lavender hill, Battersea 
— 11. Stone, Billiter 4 

Parks, RoBERT, Eye, Suffolk, Corn idler. April i2. Tacon, Eye 
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PULLEN, BENJAMIN, Knaphill, Woking, Surrey, retired Milkman. April 26. 
mund Pullen. Billingsh Sussex . 

REDFEBN, Frank, New Wortley, Leeds, Pawnbroker. April 19. Lumb & 
Re, PETER, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Dyer. April 16. Crofton & Oraven, 
Bosrmpom,  OHARLE 8, Bisley, Surrey, Yeoman, April 19. White & White, 
Ro: pe, Beary, Clifton ter, Brighton. April 10. Fisher & Co, Watling st, 
eee ELIZABETH, Rumworth, Lancs. July 15. Bailey & Son, Bolton 
SiLcocK, JoHN, Rumworth, Lancs, Beerseller. July 15. Bailey & Son, Bolton 
SPEECHLY, BENJAMIN, Sutton St Edmunds, Farmer. Mayi. Ollard, Wisbech 
§T0NE, JOHN, Cromford, Derby, Grocer. March 80. Lymn, Matlock Bath 


THAIN, y, Hemey Horg, -¥-, ~5 sur Creuse, Indre, France, Gent. April 30. 
Mary Mazi, Tettenhall Wood, Staffs, April 30. Dent & Co, Wol- 


ver! pton 
WATERS, THOMAS, Caerphilly, Glam, Chemist. April 14. Evans, Cardiff 


London Gazette.—Fampay, March 21, 


TKINSON, HENRY TINDAL, Wimborne, Dorset . 
at dane, tole Te ah tow. Age & 


ATKINSON, Manta, Fulham place, April2#0. Turner, Lincoln’s inn fields 


BaxvoaD Le JANE, Montpelier rd, Brighton. Aprili8. Oarr & Martin, 
Bicas, Mary ANN, Leicester. May 2. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 


BLaNEe, HENRY, Folkton Recto Yorks, Olerk in 1 April 18. 
oe Bedwell, Bath ks, Oler Holy Orders. Ap 


BROOKS, A. Chippenham, Wilts, nities Aprili7. Wood & Awdry, 


ET, Cambridge. May1. Neve & Beck, Luton, Beds 


OmouEsrn, Hon STEPHEN ALGERNON. North terce, North Wan isworth. 
May 1. Bennett & Co, New sqr, Lincoln’s inn F ee 

OLIVE, ANNE, Tunstal, Staffs, Widow. April 30. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 

(oor, Ex11za, Thornton hill, Wimbledon. April?i. Baker & Oo, Cannon st 


Gone, Fugzanmm, Gt Bowden, Leics, Yeoman. April 30. Nicholson, Market 


roug 

COXHEAD, FRANCES ELIZABETH, Bath. Mayi. Stone & Co, Bath 

name, gad Leicester, Gentlowoma1. April 18. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, 
Davi, ay ter Sanion oi rd, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Warehouseman. April 

en, L 
pave HENRY, itiilington, nr Altrincham, Ohester, Farmer. May 17. Oave 
& Laycock, Altrincham 
DEWE, Mony, Osmaston rd, Derby. April 30. Norris & Sons, Liverpool 


Pornams, JouN, Newport, Mon, Ironfounder, May1. Pain & Son, Newport, 
Franz, ‘OARoiwE PorxkeR, Dover. Mayi. Stillwell & Harby, Vover 
GARDNER, ANN, Stockton on Tees. Aprili9, Archer, Stockton on Tees 

GLAVE, Haney, New Oxford st, Draper. April2i. Wells, Paternoster row 
Heap, ELLEN, Craven Hill gardens. May1i. Western, Essex st, Strand 
EEMSWosTE. Rev. AUGUSTUS BARKER, Bacton, Suffolk, Clerk. May 1. Weddal 


Horr, a tany Any, Battle, Sussex, Grocer. May 19. Raper & Ellman, Battle 
Bonnar. C Guananese, Hyde Park terr. April91. Berkeley & Calcott, Lincoln’s 


HUGHES, tll Harvey st, Liverpool. April20. Rudd, Liverpool 


HUMPHREY, nr Leatherhead, Surrey, Farmer. mt 


. Lincoln’s inn rd 
JACKSON, Mary, Melbourne, Derby. April 30. J. & W. H. Sale & Mills, Derby 
Kina, Many, Plymouth. April 30. Whiteford & Bennett, Plymouth 


Krexe, Henny Purt1ir, Darjeeling, Bengal, India, Lieut Colonel. April 15. 
Bedford & Co, Gt Tower st 
Larnson, Hunny, Reigate, te, Surrey, Esq. April 19. Arnold & H White, Gt Marl- 


LETOHER, a. FREDERICK, Kimberley, South Africa, Grocer. May 1. 
Hollams & Co, Minciag lane 
Tuomas Marsa, Hornsey, Esq. April2?i. Van Sandau & Oo, Kiog st, 


MALING, yy Ann Betsy. Gardener’s lane, st, Westminster. April 7. 
Troutbeck & Barnes, Westminster chmbrs, Victoria st 
MALLINSON, ALLEN, Huddersfield. May 14. Mills & Bibby, Huddersfield 


ne, Banetuary, Cassiobury, Herts, Eeq. April25. 8S, F. & H. Noyes, The 
MAWDESLEY, THOMAS, Liverpool, Glass Merchant. April 2t. Rowe & Oo, Liver- 
GEORGE FREDERICE, F,, Osor ao, Surrey, Refreshment Contractor. 
oO area poet’ ~ eo ighbury Ne ee Maker April 21. 
8 ew 6! 
TaVNademan Briggs, Finsbury “ 


ome Woops, Stoke , ay Devon, Esq. April 19. Wooll- 


P. combs & 800, P Norfulk, Grocer. June 1 & Norgate, 
AGE, GEO x . Oooper 
"Gast Dereham . 
Panegpeees, Ay Sana Cheshunt, Herts, Esq. April22. Ewbank & Co, 
PRITT, Wri1iM, Row in Waberthwaite, Cumberland, Gent. April26. Butler, 
Broughton in in Furness ~ - 


POUND, wy 2. a, Dartmouth, Draper. June 30. Wm Smith & Hayne 
. Exuis, LUIS, Sutton, Surrey, Gent. April 30. Marshall & Haslip, 


Puckiz, EDMUND 
Martin’s lane, Cannon 
ER, JULIUS am ta Courtfield porte, South Kensington, Esq. 

‘April 21, Cowlard & Chowne, Lincoln’s ‘ 


—— Henry, Oxton Hall, Notts, Esq. pod 80. Freeth & Oo, Not- 
SrENcEm, Many, Seymour rd, New Hampton. April 30. Patey & Warren, 
Stimpson, HaRRret, St John’s rd, Putney. April 21. Young & Oo, Essex st, 
Srimpson, THOMAS, St John’s rd, Putney. April 21. Young & Oo, Essex st, 


TAYLOUR, ry JOHN Henry, Highiand rd, Norwood, Major General. April 19. 
Young & Oo, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 
nett WILLIAM, Birmingham, Gua Maker. May J. Ryland & Oo, Birmiag- 
TRITTON i Moree, WELL BULLER, Brighton, 2nd Lieutenant 11th Hussars. 
: ash & Co., Queen st, Cheapside 


29. Cc 
VaDvE, Api qe ti y Gent. ‘April 21, Avory, Old Bailey 
VINCENT, JANE, Chard, Somerset. April22. Tucker & Forward, Chard 
WADDINGTON, CLARA, York place, Marylebone. April19. Busk & Co, Lincoln’s 


WALKER, = Manzi, Tettenhall Woo4, Staffs. April 30. Dent & Co, Wolver- 

WEBBER, , Preasancs, Aldeburgh on Sea, Suffolk.‘ May 7. Mayhew & 
Sons, Saxmundham 

Wangs, Sat, Havelock square, Sheffield. May 3. Parker & Brailsford, 


Woorttsn, Jans, Etherow street, East Dulwich. April18. Carr & Martin, Great 
Tower street 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette— 


NEWTON, Ly Bulwell. Nottin inte 
TInnke S March 2 j 


Crosst. Henry, 3, Catherine crt, Tower Hill April 





Gasette—F RID. March tingham 18atil Bankruptcy Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mt Ay ORDERS. sd ses oP atic ES, WILLIAM SEYMOUR, — a 
Bmp, B ; Devonshire st, Portland Pl late NIxon, ERASED, Gt odes. Lanen, Innkeeper ane April 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Ts, 


tin the | bist Foot Regime t 
Pet Keb 10 “Ord March 38 Pat | Goribercta Bevel 


Lancaster, Hosier Preston Pet 
veaareh 24 a Ora rd March 24 Ord Biss 


Draper Leeds Pet March — Brown 
business 2 
ITTUS, WILLIAM ipomann, Smethwich, ~ wy Boat | pox FRepERi 
“Builder West Bromwich Pet March %5° Ord Fishing Tac 
March 25 


PowELL, loner WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, ee | 
East Donyland, Hevex, Baber bacconist Wolverhampton Pet Mar 2 


"Pat Mar 35 Mar 25 
By ty Hulme, eS. | 
Me. Maker Manchester 


Aston-juxta-Birmingham, | FOrREY, 


THOMAS, Ares Manchester, Lathmaker 
Birmingham Pet Mar 25 -s at3 gden’s SEP mst Bridge st, 


ester 
| stom, Navitte, and Writam Rus 
chmbre, Bridgs st, Manchester 10 at 2.30 Of DP ew tH 


chmbr 
J OmyerOn, 





» Leeis, out "i 


ieee Apfel onc Rec, Pink rise, Hew 


Pet Mar 24 | ~~ ALFRED, Market Drayton, Salop, Tailor 
April 15at2 Royal Hotel, Crewe 


Hanavp, Ho omens, Notinghem, Hatter Nottiaghem Smncratn, Wi WILLIAM, and ANDREW Srxciarr, South | Kuake . PETER, Fruiterer April 8 at 11.30 
HoGasTH, GEORGE BICKNELL, and ANDREW DAVID Shields, my Newoastle-on-Tyae Pet 18, Wood at , Orewe, Cheshire, Farni 
GoekitE, Oxterd st, Fistare Deslers High | » LLMANN, ABRAHAM, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool | | | Broker | April 15 at 3.80 9, Royal Hotel,’Ore 
Jacons, JULIUS, Arthur st Bast, Debt Buyer High Brusty, Josars, Hocleston, ur 86 St Helens. Pig master April 16 at 12 Hugh ie Renan Jp fon 
rt Pet March % Ord Li Pet Mar 24 fields 
James, RoBERT, Church s 


Keeper 
Pedcington. Tax Gol. 
Tonge, Snes Nintendo | mmc x Mar 30 
B EVINS, Newcastle on 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 24 rd ee Chem enn 


arch 2 

JOYCE, FRANCIS, 

Kaus, PrrEn, Wigan, Fruiterer Wigan Pet 
March 24 Recor March 24 

Lamport, W. Gnoncs, Worthing, 8 wim 


Corn Merchant Brighton Pet March 2 
March 24 





Witpine, SyL 


Scarborough Pet March 25 


mouth pe mre © Ord Mar 34 24 u . 
108, anager 0 

Bristol ‘Pet Mar 

ey eg Oy Se TvoKey, Wrrttam, Standlake, Oxon, Baker Oxford Mavp, EDw. 


asaunennan, “eae and Francis EDWARD 
WEATHERHEAD shipley, aay Uoat Makers 
Bradford Pet Mar 24 1d Mar 


Josurx, Scarborough, Cabinet | Maker Clothier Blackbura Bet inae at 


J Clerkenwell, Importer 
Poriae, “Grocer Ports LOWE een ee atin” 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 

25 Ord Mar | LOWEs, ¢ ril 9 at 3 30 
bag LL. a's cbr, Bridge gt Fn Poe re 

14 at 3 108 Reo, #2, Park 


Victualler audit u cigeig: Surrey, Licensed 





Blackburn, | Monoss, EDWARD, Manchester, Medical Electrician 
am, 8 Marat’ | “April 18 at 11, Of Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 


FIRST MEETIN 
Lirpratr, Taomas DAN Tomspos,| Soon amen Argy, THomas, New Wortle awd Clerk April 9| NASH. JostaH, Milton next Gravesend 
Grecer Krome Pot arch 24 Ord March 24 t atil Off 32, Park row, 8 Manufacturer April 8 at 11.30 ities, High ot 
Lovati, FRANCIS Wellington rd, St Le ATHLUMNBY, AMES HERBERT GuUsTAVUS MERE- VE April 


Wood, Sargon High Court Pet March 25 DYTH, 


LUKE, Joun J. Gosport, Builder Portsmouth 
Bea dana, ggurt bulder Po 
Moross. EDWARD. yt ely Medical PPocteteien 





NasH, JosAH, Milton ne rt Pn hy Mineral | Cawse, WILLIAM, and GzoRGs FrepERIck CawsE, 
Water Manufacturer ¢ Marc April 1443.30 166, : Innkeeper 
Rochester pril 14a Quees | pongeey Gore Market Dragton, Galop, 


Pet March 25 


Landport Outfitters 
at, Portsea 





ter Man’ 
Ord March 25 


MEREDYTH, Curzon st, M _éee | 

Lieuterant in Ooldstream Gua: 

2.30 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mary, and ARTHUR 

Bristol, Boot ob Manufacturers.» April 10 at 1 Off 


ROBERT, Manchester, Fruit Salesman 
a Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
See Sone 


rds April 15 at | 


FRED Baremax, | PT ro pee Royal 


, GEORGE, late peg <a 
April 9 at 1 8, St Paul's sq, 










| 
| 
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Rosekrts, Joun Epwin, late of Newport, Mon, Draper 
April9at12 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, 
RoGErs, J, Brockley, Clerk April 11 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
ROGERSOY, Sao. Bootle. Draper Apriliitat3 Off 
Rec, 35 Victoria st, p taveepont 
ILLIAM, Oxf Wood Merchant April5 
Ct 12 1, St. ‘Aidate’s. Oxford 
ILLIAM, and ANDREW SINCLAIR, .—<4 
Shields, Stationers April9 atil Off Rec, P 
le on Tyne 
SKEGG, ory Henshaw st, Walworth, Victualler 
A 6 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


STANNEBS, v9, Berkhampstead Common, Herts, 
Farmer April 8 at 12.30 Royal Hotel, Railway 
Station, z 


, JOSEPH, Eccleston, or St Helens, Pigkeeper 
April 11 at 2 Off Rec, 36° Victoria st, Liverpoo 


THICK, CHARLES. er Mallet, Somerset, Green- 
— April 10at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Tuomas, THomas, Hanham, Glos, Manager « L 


Chemical Works April 10 at12 Off Rec, 
Bristol 


WEATHERHEAD, CHARLES, and Francis EDWARD 
‘WEATHERHEAD, Shipley, Yorks, Worsted Coat- 
ing Manufacturers April 14at 11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 

WILDING, SYLVESTER, Higher Eanam, Blackburn, 
Clothier April 22 at 2 County Court House, 


Woopwakb, Sam, Nuneaton,' Bricklayer April 10 at 
11 Off Rec, 17. Hertford st, Coventry 

Woreas, Joun, sowlent, Glos, Faamer April 9 at 
12.30 Off 2. Tredegar pl. b Newport, Mon 

ADJUDICA 

Bryant, Dantet JEROME, Lower Park rd, Peckham, 
late Clerk in the London and Westminster Bank. 
Southwark High Court Pet March 13 Ord 


24 

Caner, THomas, Anfield, nr Liverpool, Baker Liver- 
pool Pet March is_ Ord March 25 

Davy. JosErH, jun, Lancaster, Hosier Preston 

Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

EDpwWArDS. JoHN EDWARD, wi rd, Bow, Builder 
High Court Pet Feb28 Ord March 

FAIRWEATHER, EpGar, East SDeswer, ise, Baker 
Colchester Pet March Ord March 2 


FLEMING, SAMUEL, a Draper Taate Pet 
a Ord 4 
ALBEE’ Bognor, ae yy Jobmaster 
Brighton Pet Jan 20 Ord March 


HALL, JosePxH, jun, Thorner, wiheae. Cenienen 
Agent York Pet March 2i Ord March 

Hoppz11t, Core, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer 
Coventry Pet Fedis Ord March 

Hoce, Tomas, Berwick upon Tweed, Fruiterer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March5 Ord March 26 

Honst, NEVILLE, and W11r11amM Rumsey, Manchester. 
Merchants Manchester Pet March 17 Ord 


March 25 
JacoB, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Hackney rd, Boot Manu- 
fact a. High Court Pet Feb 15 O1d 


Joyce, Piswces, BaJsall Heath, Worcs. Builder 
KsicutT, Peter, ie » Min “ Pet 
’ r igan e 
agg ay toe 2 - 
Lzrnee, J ugh. Piines er 
Ecarborcugh P Pet Me March. to Ord Marc 
, AECHIBALD, Frogmore Wharf, i 
Brick Merchant Wandsworth Pet Feb2 Ord 


LowgkyY. ARCHIBALD Ropgrt, and CHARLES LANE, 
st. Shoreditch. Shoe Manufacturers High 
Court Pet Febis Ord March 25 Os le 
, EDWARD oom to 
Pet Feb 2 Ord March . ” 


pene, © Manchester, Sates Ries Electrician 
Newros, NaTsaniet, Bulwell, Nottinghera, late 
Innkeeper Nottingham Pet March 4% Ord 


Nixos, Bicnarp. Gt Eccleston hanes. Innkeeper 
Preston Pet March % Ord 

W114, Radwell, Herts, ae Luton 

Pe as Ord March 2: 25 Be 
, GEORGE, Wilstead, ds, Farmer 
Bedford Pet Feb 7 Ord March ‘24 
Tuomas Brown, A » Leeds, out of 

. Leeds Pet March & Ord March 75 

Rovrgkrts, Ferpsricx Juan, Hulme, Manchester, 
Fishin peakto > mea Manchester Pet March 


“ Or 
—- Market Drayton, Salop, Inn- 


P| Crewe Pet 
Ord March 22 ania 
Jous Evwits, late of Newport, Mon, 


7 ol Newport, Mon. Pet March 7 Ord 


S@ixctatmm, WILL1AM, and Axpraw SIxcrarin, Bouth 

Stationers Newcastle on Tyne Pet 

March % Ord March 2% 

Rorsrt late of Hanover strat, Hanover 
square igh Court Pet Janz Ord March 7% 


irveizty, Jcsrrn, Veccleston, wr St. Helen’s, Pig- 
Liverpool, Pet March % Ord March 24 
Tex ey Brighton, of ae occupation 


Pet ¥Yebm Ord March 
Teaay, Korenr Giipert, Porteea, ene Ports- 
wonee mouth Pet March %. Ord ieee 96 
, SYLVESTER, igher anem, Blackburn, 
Clothier Blackburn Pet March 4 Ord March 24 
Lomton Gaels —TCRADAY, April 1, 


BECEIVING ORDERS. 


a En Soap Maker 
Abe Wasch Orh Match 2 — 


Barron, Tomas, Tunstall in Jocternees, Bm 
genet Seeautes on Hull Pet March 13 Ord 


BECKWITH, ROBERT, Stockton on Tees, Fal 
vey Lh ® Pet March 27 Ord Mar 


Bownas, WILLIAM Boge G Ground, nr Le 
Lancs, Builder endal Pet March 28 Ord 
March 28 

Crewe Pet 


BRERETON, THOMAS. Crewe, Joiner 
March 28 Ord March 28 

Brown, NEWTON MurGatTroyD, Manningham, Brad- 
ford, Machine pees s Sravenee Bradford Pet 
March 27 Ord March 

CAMEROF, JAME yo Throgmorton avenue, 
Grocxtocker High Court Pet March 27 Ord 


March 11 

CLOUGH. FREDERICK. ty Goaldenler Bradford 
Pet March 29 Ord March 2 

Dunvaa, CoRNELIUS, Blackfriars rd iineneed bh 
tualler High Court Pet Ord 

eter, ge pe Farmer 


e! 
, THomas, Greens Norton, _~ } 


ALLARD 
shire, Miller Northampton Pet March 27 Ori 
Lag 27 

GARSIDE, JAMES, Ashton under Lyne, Joiner Ashton 
under —_ Pet March 29 Ord Marc 

ILL, ‘ARD JAMES, , Leics, Farm Bailiff 
Leicester Pet March 29 Ord March 29 


Hunt, GEorGE, Lettuce + om > Builcer High 


QGcurt Pet March 12 

JOSEPH, Lawis Mani Aberavon, Glam. Licensed 
Victualler Neath Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

im, —_ Newport, Mon. Boot Dealer Newport 

March 27 Ord March 27 

Loomer Joun, Bourntmouth, Baker Poole Pet 
March 29 Ord March 9 

Mettor, Wr114M, Oldt:.in, Yarn Agent Oldham 
Pet March 17 Ord Match 27 

MokzIs, yy Pembroke, Boot Dealer Pembroke 

ock Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

MULCHINOCK, MICHAEL EDWARD, Sunninghill, Berks, 
Retired Captaininthe Army Kingston, Surrey 
Pet March 47 Bn —% od 

Newson, Henasy Ri 
ffarch a7 

c 

O’FARRELL, CHARLES, Gt Yarmouth, Sucgeon Gt 
Yarmouth Pet March 29 Ord March 

Pznngy, Epwin, Sandown, I.W.., ang Wieinieit 
pm Ryde Pet March 29 Ord March 

PooLzy, Harry, penta. Grocer Brighton Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 


PRINCE, FREDERICK Wi11aM, apie Warren, South- 
ampton, Basket aker Southampton Pet 
March «7 Ord March 27 

RicHARDSON, WILLIamM Taytor, Padiham, Lan;s, 
Butcher Burnley Pet March27 Ord March 27 

RIcKETTS, EDWARD, Ut College st, Camden Town 
Coal Dealer High Court Pet March 27 Ord 
March 27 

Suaw, GEORGE BENNETT, Dionis yard, Fenchurch 
st, Wholesale Tea Dealer High Oourt Pet 
March 24 Ord March 28 

SILBER, MARTIN ALBERT, late Furnival’s inn, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Dec23 Ord M: 


onshire sq, Bishops- 
High ¢ oat Pet March 27 Ord 


‘arch 27 

Starr, Joun Tuomas, Gt Yermouth, Beerhouse 
ll Gt Yarmouth Pet March 27 Ord 
arc 

Swirt, Wiu114M AkrrTuvur, Nottingham, Lace 
proses , weingaam Pet March Ord 
arch 


THomas, oeser, Nottingham, Confectioner Not- 
gham Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

GEORGE, Milsonrd, West Kensington Park, 
High Court’ Pet March 14 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ABRAHAM, JOSEPH, Bedminster, 
awed April 15 at 3.30 Off c, Bank ohben, 


ito. 
AsHTON, WILLIAM, Manchester. Engineer April 10 
at3 _. Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


Manningham, 
April 17 


tin 
Vass 

Builder 

March 


” 
‘ 


Bristol, Soap 


ches 

Brown, "Newrow MURGATROYD, 
Bradford, Machine Maker’s Traveller | 
atti Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradfo: 

BuRGOINE, EDWARD, bam, Surrey, Saatbuilder 
April10 at1.46 Angel and Crown Hotel, Staines 

CHAMBERS, GnonGce, Barnsley, Joiner April 17 at 
10.20 Off Rec. 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

Coox, WILLIAM Tuomas, Forest hill, Kent, Builder 
April 10 at 12 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

ORANSTONE, WILLIAM ROBERT, Enfield, Builder 
April 10 at 11 16 Room, 8 and 31, St’ Swithin’s 


lane 

CRAY, ‘Taomas, Leadenhall st, —~aaeed April 18 at 

2.20 83, Onrey st, Lincoln’; sin 

CuLwamn, * OHARLES, Pembridge - vullae, Bayswater, 
Greengrocer April 22 at 11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Davy, Joseru, jun, Lancaster, Hosier April 18 at 
845 Off Kec, 14, ge ik ?reston 

Day, Joun Wi111AM dale-rd, West Kensing- 
ton, Salesman “heel "3 at 12 33, Uarey-st, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

FLEMING, SAMURL, Leeds, Draper April? ati2 Off 

C, 22, Park-row, 

Fox, Mosus Hewny, Handsworth, Statt, Rotghes 
April 10 at 11 2, Colmore-row, Birminghe 

GoLpemirn, Gronen, Lewisham, Kent house 
Manager April 14 at 3 119, Victoria wt, West- 


| minster 
Gnrirritis, SARAH ANNE, Plas Issa Mos, ritate, 
Farmer Aged 1&0 3. Black Lion, Mi 
Heravup, Hon Nottingham, Hatter Mold 10 at 
12 Off Hee, Peter’s Ohurch-walk, Notting- 





Honiocn, 6, Manor Park, Kosex, Builder April 16 +t 





pm teats -bldgs, Portugal-st, Lincoln's 

nn- 

JACOB, ALFRED, Maclise-rd, Kensington, 
April 15at12 33, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fielde 

Lamport, WILLIAM GEORGE, Worthing, Sussex, Cory 
Merchant April 9 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion. 
bldgs, Brighton 

LippraTt, THOMAS DAN JOHNSON, Frome, Grocer 
Apr 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

LUKE, Davip SmitTH. Barrow in Furness, Clothier 
Apr 10 at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow 
in Furness 

LuxK8, JOHN JAMES, Gosport, Builder Apr 15 at 12 
166, Queen st, Porteea 

MaGnus, JOSEPH, Alie pl, Gt Alie st, Whitecha 
Butcher Apri7ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’sinn 

MoSHANE, CHARLES V, Chelverton rd, girelan 
Jeweller Apr 10 at 3 11:9, Victoria st, West- 


BR, WILLIAM, Oldham, Yarn Agent Apr 15 at 
11 Of Rec, Priory chbrs, Union st, Oldham 
ag NATHANIEL, Bulwell. Nottingham, late 
Innkeeper Apr 10 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter's 
Church walk, Nottingham 
NIXON, RICHARD, Gt Eecleston, Lancs, Innkeeper 
ra. 18 at 4.80 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
FREDERIC, Aston juxta Birmingham, 
"Gemeente sSraveller Aprii atil 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 
CE, FREDERICK ‘Wit1t1am, Shirley Warren, 
Southampton, Basket Maker Apr 17 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
me xs FREDERICK JULIAN, Hulme, Manchester, 
ishing Tackle Maker Apr 10 at 3.15 Off Ree, 
ae s chbrs. Bridge st, Manchester 
SmiTH, RoBERT, Hanover st, ‘Hanover eq April 16 at 
12 Bankruptcy blidgs, Lincolu’s inn 
TERRY, ROBERT GILBERT, Portsea, Grocer April 14 
at4 166, Queen st, Portsea 
Tuomas, THOMAS, and JOHN PHILLIPS, Ynysybwl, nr 
Fonty prida, Glam, Builders April 8 at 12 Off 


Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

ToMLIN, GEORGE, Acton Vale, Butcher April 18 at 11 
33, Carey st, coln’s inn 

WALSH, JOHN, Hanley, ae April 17 at3 
Off Rec, Newcastle under L 

WArTSON, Haney, North Newbald, x Brough, Yorks, 


jankes April 9 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity house 
0 
WILKINS, GEORGE, Aberaman, Aberdare, 


Glam, 

Builder April9at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wu114Ms, RoBEkT, Lianfairfechan, Oarnarvonshire, 
no occupation April 10 at 12 Court house, 


Weiaur ALFERD, Fann st, Manufacturer’s Agert 
April 17 at 2.80 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDIOATIONS. 
ALLAN, DUNCAN SMITH, Rattray rd, Brixton High 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord March 26 
BACKHOUSE, JOHN, Artillery ln, + iran st High 
Court PetDec20 Ord March 
BATEMAN, Many, and ARfHUR Fanp BATEMAN, St. 
Geor; os Glos, Boot . + pecan Bristol 
Pet h2t Ord March 
BECKWITH, 1 ROBEBT, qeoekton on Tees, En 
Stockton on Tees Pet March27 Ord Maro 
Bownas, hi Roger Ground, nr fe 
cs, Builder Kendal Pet March 27 Ord 


Crewe Pet 


— 


c e 

BRERETON, THOMAS, Growe, Joiaer 
oe Ord March 

BRESLA Lovis, ea sq, Commission Agent 

High Cc Court Pet Jan18 Ord March 27 

BRETT, REGINALD, Laurence Pountney 
Agent High Court Pet Dec3 Ord 

Brown, ALFRED, Chancery ln, Engineer High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord March 27 

CAMERON. JAMES ANDERSON, Throgmorton avenue, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet March 11 Ord 


OCLouGH, FREDERICK, Bradford, Coaldealer Brad- 
ford’ Pet March 29 Ord March 99 

Coox. WILLIAM THOMAS, canine place, Forest 
hill, Builder Greenwich Pet March 20 Ord 
March 25 

Cray, Tuomas, Leadenhall st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet April 4, 1889 Ord March 28 

iunky, Catherine ct, pte hill High 

Pet Feb 20 Ord March 

Evans, DAviD, St Peter, Ganmasthenshive, Farmer 
Carmarthen Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Greens Norton, Northampton- 

orthampton Pet March 27 Ord 


Staffs, 
arch 25 


a + 
h 27 


ALLARD, THOMAS, 
shire, Miller Ni: 
March 27 

Gittus, WILLIAM LEONARD, Smethwick 
Boatbuilider West Bromwich Pet M 
Ord March 28 

HERAUD, omens, Notiaghem, 1 Hatter Nottiag- 
ham Pet March 26 h 26 

Hiaaitt, ALFRED, and WILLIAM. MAIsEY BLAND, 
Southwark Bridge rd, Iron \” meee High 
Court Pet Feb19 Ord March 

Jomaya, Lewis ee Ricseten. “Glam, Licensed 


ictualler Neath Pet rch 29 Ord March 20 
Lamport, Wit1iam Gxoftix, Worthing, Sussex, 
Gorn Merchant Brighton Pet March 2 Ord 


March 27 
Laws, Teun, Beondesbury rd, Kilburn, Lodging 
poms © Keeper High Uourt Pet Feb 6 Ord 
arc 
MACKAY, Faxes Joun, Queen Victoria st, News- 
aper Proprietor High Court PetFebs 01d 


rch 2 
MAGSUS, my F Alle pl, Gt Alie st, Whitechapel, 
Bute — y ME ligh Oourt Pet March 18 rd 
arch 20 





Mayer, ek Fisebary pymt High Gourt Pet 


Mo: JANE, roke Boot Dealer Pembroke 
Dock’ Pot Ord March 27 
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Lincoln's. 
Merchant 
any 
ssex, 
Pavilions 
e, Groce 
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pr 15 at 12 
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Apr 15 at 
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ham, late 
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+ Sl 
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nches ter, 
Off Ree, 
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ybwl, nr 
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il 18 at it 
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bh, Yorks, 
iy house 
, Glam 
Tydfil ’ 
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| house, 


3 Agert 
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n High 
it High 


[AN, St. 
Bristol 


ngineer 
‘ch 27 


ead, 
7 Ord 
re =Pet 
. Agent 
nancial 
ch 27 
2 Court 


venue, 
1 Ord 


Brad- 


Forest 
0 Ord 


| Court 
High 
farmer 


opton- 
7 Ord 


Staffs, 
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High 


ensed 
rch 29 
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Ord 
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Ord 
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Muramsocr, 2 Epwarp, ay "Kingston, >| The Subscription to the SoLictToRs’ JOURNAL ts | ME. INDERMAUR (aqsigted | by Ms. 


tain dn,tne A or 
pa ere 


NEWSON, mshire sqf, | 
Bisho ipegate. Ho Solicitor “High Goare Pet March | 
Fas a Gt Y th, § Gt 
‘ armouth, Sw 
” Vermouth Pet March 29 ord March 20 
ae GorGE FrepeRick, Warwick, Boot Manu- 
Warwick Pet March 4 Ord March 


h 29 
PooLEy, Y, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet | 
are) rch 26 


POWELL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Ween. 
Topessoniet Wolverhampton Pet March 24 


CE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Shirley Warren, 
Southampton, Soeees Maker Southampton Pet | 
March 27 Ord Marc! en 


RICHABDSON, WitL1aM T. Padiham, Lancs. 
Butcher * Burnley Pot March 26 Ord March 29 | 

RICKETTS, EpwakpD, Great College-street, Camden 

Town. Coaldealer High Court Pet March 27 


Ord March 27 
aoe, Draper Liverpool Pet 


ROGERSON, JAMES. 
Feb 14° Ord March 

Starr, JOHN THOMAS, Great Yarmouth, Beerhouse 
oral ,e Yarmouth Pet March 27 Ord | 


THOMAS, Tucan, Hanham, Glos Momager of | 
Chemical Works Bristol’ Pet March Ord 

aa 28 

ToMLIN, GEORGE, Acton Vale, Butcher High Court 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 28 

Watson, HENRY. North Newbald, nr Brough, Yorks, | 
Innkeeper at Pet March 22 | 
Ord March 2 

WRIGHT, ie Fann-st, Manufacturer’s Agent | 
High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 28 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
WATEINS. 25, at Usk, Mon, the wife of | 
J. Muitiant Watkine, solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 
Openers — Seren —March 18, at Sharrow, Sheffield, 


William sand Savigny, B.A. Oxon, of Launceston, 
pasate, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at- 


Eveline, ughter of William 
Sith of PSuetield, solicitor. 

DEATHS. | 

Baxer.—March 28, at 3, Montague-place, Russell- 
square, Charles John Baker, barrister-at-law, of 

= Inner Temple, aged 81. 
— March at 20, Inverness-terrace, W., 
Charles Bull, oaities, of 24, Bedford-row, Ww. C., 


aged 6 
ROBERTS.— Merch 1 on board s.s. Pesha 
Edmund Theod: iberts, late of f. Calcutta, and and | 
of es —-. Tom le, a RR Ww, aged 48 
Ce ee John ‘San, solicitor, 
Scotland, lat> of 79, Great | 


a yy of 
King-street, aged 79. 





—Town, 263.; Country, 288.; with the | atugenteat his Obambeso 


Particulars, te tethers oe chbo dates 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance | Ofte Fe ye eet i ee eo eae 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- Final 
scribers can have their Volumes bownd at the 
MEI 3 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


use Chambers i 
x 2 he depend Me ces al Wis Eien Gas Sa ee 


| LAW SOLICITOR, 25 years’ experience, | aiso le i bee cae pm 
wants Clerkship. aperv ine; ood os aoa, winners of the ist prize at the Solicitors’ 
CL. 

















outdoor work, 
moderate. — Address, 8. 
enhall-street, London. 
= lg T, ADVAN 
co Ss TMENT, ANCE, 

d DISCOUNT COMPANY (Limited), 379, Stran Birmingham Gol 
W. C.—Loans promptly Granted; no af or od peie), See oy a ny” 7 eee 
tions; easy repayments ; low interest ; forms free. mr So. apply, °. aay | it out of 19 - ent 


Cine ADVANCED (€30 to 2000) at a day’s | eg 
notice, to Householders resident in London or | @ large percentog: hare i : 
Home Counties, on Bill of repayable to suit awarded in connsction with the Final have from 
| ee borrower’s convenience; no sureties or inquiry | time been won by Ais pupils, including the Clement's and 
seas Solicitors introducing’ gas eats aiowes ry per | etn -inn and Reardon Prise, B 

ee | 

WORTH & Sons, 13, ek a Established at 

the same ress 54 years. 


565, Deacons, ASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMI- 
8 hours 





SOUTHERN 
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| “rapt and PREPARE 
ETECTIVE OFFICES (SLATER’S).— | CANDW}D ay a by for the SOLI- 
The only acknowledged Establishment inthe CITORS’ and BAR PRELIMINARY, INTER- 
| City of Lonien a (vide press) for Divorce and making | MEDIATE, and FINAL, and LL.B. 
| secret en Female and Male Detectives. | Tome Moxouss For fart PUPILS HAVE 
| Terms pool Yoo tations free. TAKEN Honour 3. — For ‘ particulars, 
No. 900. Telegraphic Address, “ Dis London.” e of “ Hints on Stephen’s and 


on 
| amex SLATER, Manager, 27, Bashinghall-street, its or. Criminal Law,” = 17, Brazennose- 


; SEAL ENGRAVING, 


| Books BOUGHT.—-Te Bacontars, 8 Solie | 
trand, and 36, Piccadilly, PU PURCHASE Lips ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC. 


8 
or smaller ms of Books, in town cr oguntey, | 
A. BOOK-PLATES IN MEDLEVAL AND MODERN 
ving She “Experionced | valuers ‘promptly sent STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 
Remozsle sient Soe a Vee | THOMAS MORING, 


Esta 816. Telegraphic Address, Boo! 
London. Code in use, U: First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C. 




















Telephone No. 2,730, 
F you want Money without Fees—amounts 
I ofl to £1,000—before applying eleewhere e see Mr. _Seals for Companies ; Engraved and fitted to Presses. 
personally possi e, . Urreal ower- 
street, EDE AND SON, 
| LONDON GAZETTE (published b ontherity and 
mura «ROBE MS Maxens, 
Pygptthaee “ BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


STREET. J 
| ENBY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 


the Lord Chancellor, the i Ry —alae 
begs to direct the attention of the *°4he Judicial Bench, Gorporetion of London, 
Profession to the advan of his long experien 


ce 
¢ woes notioase oS ee ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
Gratis, for 





CONTENTS. all pro forma n ko thei <td 
TOPIOS «+e00e sess -ccenscses S80 | Same inensanteeaiaanee —— SOLICITORS’ N 
MOoRTGAGES OF UNCALLED Carrmar... ceees ecceerecces 359 | a acme ae Cl cen, | Law Wignendl Gowan for Regintenss, Towa Clerka, 
fae Coens on Sas Daas coves seves-seersees 360 | for advertisements and file of “London Gazette” | and Clerks of the Peace. 
(5g EERIE aapeathossenpetnagiie °° a6 Kept. By appointmen CORPORATION ROBES, OMIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWES, 


Law BrUDansy J JOURNAL..-- Soepees seee ened 
Law SOCIETIES . a | 









All letters intended for wublication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


| Furnish direct from the 





¥ 
| Fuanise stents THRO souee APART-| 94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. ® 
MOEDER' SYSTEM. anand. 
The original, best, and most iiberal. Suite al HODGKINSON & CO.'S | 


unded " 
em, tom so to | HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 


and other PAPERS, 
| THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS. 


Tottenham-court-rd., W. | 
te HIRE ONLY, Can be obtained through all Stationers. 


£10,000. 
On ae petese, oi yy to Sime aie given. 
estima’ opinions, 
at yey 


F. ORDER, 94, 5 249, & 








THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


DIRE 
AlBzANaaR Quosmmas, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- , @zorar Epwarp 
see Gare: Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Linooln’s- Foam: Rownsy Parksr, Beq. (Messrs. 


HENRY EDWARD GRIBBLE, Esq. {Megese. Tor sore, sw Gribble, & Oddie), 88, 


Bedford-row, W.O., and 19, ament-atreet, 


JCHN ARTHUR IiiFrE, Esq. (Messrs. Lliffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W. O. 


The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by opcpesntion 
among themselves, to ensure the highest efficiency in all branches 
pone: therefrom. 


Stationery work, and to share in the sacar 


After potting aside a reserve and a 6 
the PROF are divided between (a) 
Boliciturs whvuse accounts amount to £100 per 9 


The Society does not give 
51 & 62, CAREY STREET. W.C; 


referential umulative dividend, ~S,I y 
ere and ‘and (0) Customers, defore deli 


“ia” NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.G.;  anp 49, BEDFORD KOW, W.C. 





OCTORS : 
Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square 


2 prewacant, em BS W.C., + tan sureen. Datdee- street, Westmiacer, 


NINGTON, . Qooksen, Wainewright, & Pennington), 
Romano, Paevoron, Be ine 


Linooln's-inn, W. 


former have received 18 per cent, in a after which such Customers take the 
In addition, LIBBRAL DISCOUNTS are allo’ as shewn in the Price List, 
supplies goods on account and without requiring papments 


a 
street, 


of their Law 








Price Lists 
= until =) | suman, 12, New court, 
required by law te 






q 
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ss 
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LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


motablioned in the ee _— 








The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which ansacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business, 


Cumr Orrice—126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Crry Brancu—1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 


The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed exceed the sum of £2,000,000 Sterling. 








CHAIRMAN-—JAMES CUDDON, Esq., 7, Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—C. PEMBERTON, Esq., 11, Second Avenue, West Brighton, 


STATEMENT OF SOME OF THE ADVANTAGES OFFERED BY THE COMPANY. 


























Fire and Life insurance business are both transacted ; Annuities are granted, 2. Claims are payable immediately on proof of death and title. 
Life Interests, &c., purchased, and Loans granted on such securities. 8. The large Sevctuenare Bonus of £2 oo oun per annum on Sums 
The ~ Fire Insurances are those prevalent amongst first-class Offices. Assured and existing Bonus has just declared. 
ea ds Life Insurance, special attention is drawn to the following fea- This compound Bonus (i.e. Bonus upon Bonus) is exveptionally large, as 
will be seen from the table given below. 
1, The Premiums are moderate. 
For oe sete 35, Sum Assured £1,000, Annual Premium £28 5s. 10d. 
| After years | Amount of Bein; Cam, Value of | Being 
| in force, Reversionary Bonus. more Bonus. | more than 
5 £100 0 0 34 years’ prem. £87 18 11 | 24 years’ prem. 
10 | 18210 0 6; ” 7718 2 2 ” 
15 m9 0 8 8 ” 119 7 5 | 4 ” 
20 | 327 17 li 9 17511 8 | 6 ” 
25 | 410 2 0 14 ” 245 2 7 | 1 ” 
| 30 45518 2 16 ” 300 7 4 | 1 ” 
35 566 14 6 194 ” 400 11 3 = ” 
= 
Me = os = as seen = -~ p Godaved. . pre N on-forfeitable Policies are nancies, 
= he tn Use aaa ep nme End t Insurance Policies, combining Life Insurance with Investment 
under perticipating policies in force on 30th hat mag last will be Ap hae 
yt event —_— death during the current quinquenni: for middle or old age, are granted, participating in the profits on the same 





footing as Whole Life Policies. 
Insurances granted against the contingency of Issue. 


FRANK McGEDY, Acwary and Secretary. 





“i he yay orld and Unconditional Policies granted without ‘exten Premium 


Prospectuses and every information may be obtained from 







































NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY Capital - - $3. 000, 000. 
(Instituted 1837). 
For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and | = 
Policies of Assurance on Lives. Fully Subscribed ${ A092 000. 
Orrice—63, OLD BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.O. | eis 
tinh iinet eae ee | 
Chairman A. P. HEYWOOD Ll LONSDALE, pws intr chairmen at. W. GADESDEN, Esq. | [seo THE 5 
Pomsoxey, The Hon. £. 0. W. Taw a | f as 
ScaDDING, Waxrer, Esa. ILDE, tt. } 
Solicitors— Messrs. +—Mesers. ILIFFE, » HENLEY, & SWEET. Bedford- Og e 
F f bmittin for Sal 5 
orms for su’ 4 Proposals fc or Sale may be obtained at Coes. < ve sar onl a Debentures 
ast ssued and 


| FIRE OFFICE, 19, LoMBARD- | N Ostanen salad 1 COMPAN Y. | 























and 07, CHARING-cRoss, Lonpon. nt 
Rat Sig & ty. Lowpow: 1, Moor; ,E.0, Asuspsen, 1, | arvane 
Lighting aes sapped. beral Loss Bettlements. INCOME ‘* FUNDS (ases) 2 
ent of Claims Fire Premiums w, ws £615 000 
W.c. macnn Secretaria B. Macnowate. a ove ooo ooo ooo rgd 
LOSSES PAID OVER ACCUMULATED FUNDS . ++ $?3,681,000 
i a 000 000. Sara: 10 TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and | 
PHtciEs Ass ASSOCIATION, Limirep, | aa L niothers.-- Jewellery | “iste Storr & Mortimer) | 
AMBEBS, 6 | at full mar os pelos foe ayy cash, Silver | 


Plate, Jewellery, and other gems 
BUYESS OF LIFE POLIO! VERSIONS, —Jewellers and 7 shprementtice to H. on Me tt The Queen, 156, 
AND LIFE IN ae | New Bond-street, W. | 


Forms of proposal and all information YON, be had ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND eg | 
ame 8. TR M to announce that their Sales by Auction ot 
— =e: Plate, Watches, Chains, Joqeiery Precious Stones, 

















ESTABLISHED 1981. ke. 4 ay on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
B IREBEOK BANK.= _| Sad Fray, of Bolicitors, Executors, Trustece, 
ob dere -lane. | and others is particularly called to this ready means | 


EREST allowed on “r Se disposal of Property of deceased and other | 
ce! 


wh. fNTEn EST CURRENT | _In consequence of the fromnenee of their sales 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the miniscums monthly | pa 3&D D. are enabled to include large or small | 
when not drawn below £100. uantities at short notice (if required). 
andertakes for its Customers, free “Bales of Furniture held at private houses. 
the Deeds, Writings, and aS | Valuations for Probate or fer. Terms on ap- 
aluables; the collection of Bills of | chentien te ab emcee ae are (established 
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